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JOHN SHAW, 
STOCK AND SHARE DEALER. 
HEAD OFFICE :—WARDROBE CHAMBERS, DOCTORS’ 
COMMONS, LONDON, E.C. 





BRANCHES AT— 
165, Queen Victoria-street, E C. 
19 and 20, Railway-approach, London Bridge, 8 E. 
1, The Facade, Northumberland-avenue, 8.W. 
8, Haymarket, S W. 
174, Victoria-street, 5.W. 
62 and 63, New Bond-street, W. 
18, Westbourne-grove, W. 
65, Fenchurch-street, E.O. 
45, New Oxford-street, W. 
18la, Sloane-street, 8.W. 
69, Ship-street, Brighton. 
24 and 25, North-strcet, Brighton. 
6, Brown-strect, Manchester. 
22, Westmoreland-street, Dablin. 





MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS. 
For the use of Trustees Joun Suaw has compiled his 
MANUaL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS, 
giving a full list of all Stocks in which Trustees can invest. 


Joun Suaw’s Manual of Trust Investments. 
Monthly Investment List. 

Highest and Lowest for past 5 years. 
Fa aes Traffic Book. 


Any of the above will be sent free by post on application. 
New Eprrions Now Reavy. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 


”? 


” 


FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


10, 


FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


TOTAL ASSETS, £ 2,692,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 


INCOME, £ 30; 100. 


TRUSTEES. 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, he Lord Chancellor. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chicf Justis, 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.0., D.C.L 

FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 

WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esg. 





VOL. XXXVII., No. 31. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter, 


LONDON, JUNE 3, 1893. 





Contents. 


519 | Tae Practica, Workine or tur Laxp 


Cungewt Topics 
TRansrer BIL .,........00.c0000008 EE 


i Surreme Court or Jupicarure 
BEE cccvcceeccovngeccs ©: cnpeietenssbenepsbandena 
Service vron Forties Finaws axp 
FRRGVODB EEG. .<. -<<scxiieiovwiinns stacsens’ 036 
LeoisLaTion 1s Prooress 
Tue Councit oF THE 
Law Society ........0+ 
Reviews 
Bsw Oawenny Biv osicc.svivssbssis 6 cebelpies 











Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. Dougal v. MoCarthy.......0sc0cccscseessanves 


A Solicitor, Re, Ex parte The Incorpor- oS ee 
ated Law Society ..........0...  cccceeess Ellis v. Plumstead Board of Works ... 496 
tween Bater and 


An Arbitration - 
Another and the Mayor, &c., of Bir- Firth & Sons v. Palmer ani-De Las 


kenhead, Re 625 
Apia (Ap = hd Porritt and Others Hengler, In re, Frowde v. Ieng‘er. 
RINNE <invccnnsesivnyccssqewischedes ob 526 Lester parte, annah 
Besens ¢. | EEE TUR ease Seabee: 


Goodier v. Edmunds 526 terse eeeeres 

Maxim Nordenfeldt Gun, &c., \ hovovanesie «babocsa weaEee 
(Lim.) v. Nordenfeldt ... 2.0... .....-..00 

BR. A. Btaart, Be... core-coccee sosoessseee oo OMT 
In the Weekly Reporter. 


Brighton Marine, &c., Co. vy. Wood- 
De Bernales v. ** New York Herald”... 481 


CURRENT TOPICS. 

Tuere was a very full attendance of judges on the opening 
day of the Trinity Sittiogs; as many as twenty-six sitting in 
the various courts. The only absentee was Mr. Justice Norra, 
who was also absent on the second day, and did not sit uatil 
Thursday. 


Tue rairD or Jung being the day ~  rguoeny for commem- 
orating the Queen’s birthday, there will no sitting in court 
in the Royal Courts of Justiceon that day. There wasa ramour 
that the day would also be observed as a holiday in the legal 
offices, but up to Thursday no order to that effect had been 


issued. 
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Tue Lentency of the judges towards the suitor in person, and 
especially towards female suitors in person, appears to give 


encouragement for numerous frivolous eons which are as 
often as not applications for advice. — the judge or 
judges listen patiently in order to be able to e some reply to 
the application, and, in spite of themselves, have to give some 
instructions in the nature of advice, as for instance, “ You must 
apply on a motion day,” or ‘You have come to the wrong 
court,” but when personal or abusive or blasphemous expres- 
—_ are used by the suitor in reply, patience is exhausted—and 
then——. 


Tue sMALLNESs of the Guildhall list seems to shew that there 
is at present no t tendency in commercial litigation to 
localize itself in the City. For the present sittings twenty-two 
special and eleven jury cases are set down for trial. Of course 
the return to the Guildhall was merely an experiment. The 
defective arrangements of the old sittings there, and of the 
subsequent sittings at the Royal Courts, had damaged the cause 
list, and it by no means followed that the mere revival of the 
trial of actions in the City would bring back the business which 
had been lost. It may well be that the convenience of having 
all causes in the High Court heard in the same building out- 
weighs the slight advantage gained by having some heard at 
the Guildhall ; and if in practice this is found to be so, the 
raison d’étre of the sittings there will have vanished. It will be 
time enough, however, to suggest a further change when it is 
seen what effect the im ing alteration of procedure and of 
circuit arrangements is likely to have upon litigation. 








MEANWHILE it would be well for those who have the manage- 
ment of cases to be careful not to lend themselves to such a 
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breakdown as occurred recently in the second court at the Guild- 
hall. In Mr. Justice Kenxepy’s list three cases were down for 
trial, and none of them proved effective. Owing to the fact of 
the same counsel being employed in each of the cases in Mr. 
Baron Poxzo0ck’s list, it was impossible to borrow a case from 
him, and shortly before twelve the jurymen summoned were 
dismissed and the judge rose for the day. Of course it is easy 
to make too much of such an incident, and it may be that in the 
resent instance there were good reasons to account for the 
reakdown of the list. In any case it is better by having a 
short list to run the risk of the occasional waste of judicial time 
than by making it unnecessarily long to waste the time of a host 
of persons, clients, witnesses, and lawyers. But it is obviously 
incumbent upon solicitors who have cases waiting for trial to do 
all they can to assist the officials to draw up such a list as shall 
fairly provide for the business of tho day, and especially to give 
notice where their cases are settled or are likely to be settled. 





Lectstation by rules and orders has been frequently referred 
to as objectionable, but the Judicature Bill, introduced by the 
Lord Chancellor in the House of Lords, shews, in clause 4, which 
has reference to officers of the Supreme Court, a further develop- 
ment of this practice. The general effect of that clause enables 
the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of the Treasury in 
matters affecting public expenditure, to make orders regulating 
the salaries, numbers, qualifications, duties, and attendance of 
officers, their holidays, sick eave, the temporary employment of 
substitutes, their promotion, age of retirement, and removal, and 
this without regerd to Acts of Parliament regulating many of 
these subject-matters, and without in any way attempting to 
take into consideration, or to preserve, the rights of those who 
hold their offices under statutes. In short, the Bill as framed 
empowers the Lord Chancellor, by a simple stroke of the pen, to 
repeal Acts of Parliament regardless of the consequences to those 
who may have served for years relying on the justice of the 
Legislature. Apart, too, from any question of vested rights, the 
absence of any provision giving some preference to, and affording 
some consideration for, all existing officers, whether they have 


vested rights or not, is a conspicuous blot on this extremely 
drastic Bill. 





We pvsttsn elsewhere our annual list of attendances of 
members of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. As 
usual, Mr. Pennincton is at the head of the list, but with a 
slight diminution of his last year’s extraordinary record. He 
had 238 attendances last year, while this year he has 224. 
Mr. Goppen comes next with 132 attendances, while Mr. Joun 
Hunter has 114. The above attendances of course include both 
meetings of the council and of committees. Taking attendances 
at council meetings alone, it will be seen that Mr. Pennixoron is 
run very close by Mr. Appison, Mr. Miris, Mr. Roscox, 
Mr, Keex, Mr. Wittiams, Mr. Watrers, Sir H. W. Parker, 
and Sir T. Parxe. It should be borne in mind, however, that the 
list is not a fair representation of the interest taken in the affairs 
of the society by some members of the council. Lilness, or the 
necessity for caution in abstention from overwork, may account 
for a largely diminished number of attendances on the part of 
members who are among the pillars of the council. In truth, 
the only correct mode of arriving at the working, as opposed to 
the ornamental, members is to take an average of three years’ 
attendances. One of the most satisfactory features of the 
present list is the large increase in the attendances of the 

i members. There are this year 83 attendances as 


against 40 last year. 





Ove twaviny last week as to the oldest practising country 
solicitor has elicited several interesting communications, with 
the usual result of deposing our last week’s “‘favourite.” So far 
the oldest country solicitor we have heard of whose name appears 
in this year’s Law List is Mr. E. M. Wavett, of Halifax, who 
was admitted in Easter, 1830, and is still actively engaged in 

i He has a year’s seniority over Mr. Gzonce Wurtz, of 
to whom we referred last week. But among solicitors 





whose names do not appear in the Law List as having taken out 
certificates for the present year we have some remarkable 
instances from Derbyshire and Plymouth. Mr. Joszru Satz, of 
Derby, who was admitted in Easter, 1825, is, we are informed, 
still living and active, while Mr. Joseru Hatz, of Castleton, 
who was admitted in Trinity, 1817, and died about four years 
ago, practised up to his death. Mr. Joun Bay y, of Plymouth, 
was admitted in Hilary, 1826; and a correspondent who sends 
us his name says that ‘‘in this healthy climate there may be 
non-practising solicitors admitted somewhere in the first years 
of the present century.” If there are any such veterans, 
we should be glad to have particulars of them. Up to 
the present the result of our inquiries has been to place 
Mr. E. M. Wave.t, of Halifax (Easter, 1830), at the 
head of the list of country solicitors whose names appear in 
this year’s Zaw List as in actual practice, with Mr. Gzorce 
Wurst, of Epsom (Easter, 1831), second, and Mr. J. 8. 
Exprivcr, of Southampton (Trinity, 1833), third. It will 
be very remarkable, however, if solicitors who enjoy the 
benefit of a healthy country life should prove to be beaten in 
point of longevity by the dwellers in this smoky, foggy, 
unsavoury, bustling metropolis. Yet, as matters stand at 
present, there are at least six London solicitors in actual practice 
whose date of admission is prior to that of Mr. Wave. Our 
country friends must look to their laurels. With regard to 
London solicitors, Sir H. W. Parxer kindly reminds us that in 
the list we published last week of London solicitors in practice 
admitted before 1837 we omitted the name of Mr. Joun Foster 
Etmstte, of No. 11, Queen Victoria-street, who was admitted in 
Michaelmas, 1833. Supposing (as would seem to be the case, 
since we have not received any corrections) that we have pro- 
perly settled Mr. Cuartes Biscnorr as the ‘‘doyen” of the 
practising London solicitors, and Mr. Joun Dinewatt as the next 
in seniority, we should be glad to know next what is the oldest 


Jirm in the City in the same family. We know an instance of an 


existing firm in the City in which there have been four genera- 
tions of the family, the earliest member having been admitted 
in 1771. Can this be surpassed ? 





An instance of the fierce light that beats upou a judgment 
is afforded by the remark made by Mr. Justice Srixtine in 
Baring v. Abingdon (1892, 2 Ch., at p. 381), that the granting of 
a new lease to a stranger, with the assent of the lessee, operates 
as a surrender of the old lease. The learned judge said nothing 
about the lessee giving up possession; hence, in Wallis v. 
Hands, Newman, Scoti, and the District of Bristol Collieries Co. (41 
W. R. 471) his dictum was seized on as an expression of opinion 
that a mere parol assent of a lessee to the granting of a new 
lease to a stranger operated as a surrender of the old lease. It 
could hardly have been supposed that Mr. Justice Srrrtine 
intended, by an observation of the kind referred to, to 
express an opinion contrary to one of the most admirably 
reasoned judgments of one of the most distinguished judges who 
ever sat on the English bench—we mean the judgment of Parxg, 
B., in Lyon v. Reed (138 M. & W. 285); approved, moreover, by 
Lord Sr. Lzonarps in Creagh v. Blood (3 Jo. & Lat. 133); and 
in the recent case Mr. Justice Currry stated that he had the 
authority of Srieuive, J., for stating that he did not, in Baring 
v. Abingdon, intend to express any opinion on the point whether 
a change of possession was necessary. Mr. Justice Curry has, 
in the recent case, most usefully and tersely stated the law 
on the subject, as being, in the words of Portock, O.B., in 
Davison v. Gent (5 W. R. 229, 1 H. & N. 774), that ‘where a 
lessee assents to a lease being granted to another, and gives up 
his own possession to the new lessee, that is a surrender by operation 
of law.” This proposition, as Mr. Justice Onrrry says, may be 
stated in either of the following ways—viz.: (1) There is no 
surrender by operation of law unless the old tenant gives up 
possession to the new tenant at or about the time of the grant 
of the new lease to which he assents; or (2) the change of 
possession is a necessary part of the consent. We venture to 
think, however, that he is correct in preferring the first as being 
the more correct form. ‘‘The fo tion of the doctrine that 
the acceptance of a new lease by an existing tenant operates as 
a surrender in law is estoppel by act in pars, the law attributing 
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the force of estoppel to certain acts of notoriety, such as livery 
of seisin, entry, acceptance of an estate, and the like ; and the 

nt of a new lease to a stranger, with the tenant’s assent and 
change of possession preceding or following the lease, bring 
such a case within the scope of the same doctrine, which mere 
oral assent would not do.” 





In A cAsE which we report elsewhere a divisional court 
(Witts and Cuarrzs, JJ.) have had to consider how far a 
criminal conviction for an offence morally disgraceful, but not 
involving dishonesty or misconduct in any professional relation, 
is a ground for striking a solicitor off the rolls. The question 
is undoubtedly a difficult one. Of course mere conviction of a 
criminal offence is not sufficient. Everything turns on the 
nature of the offence. In Re A Solicitor (33 Soxicrrors’ 
JourNnAL, 492) Lord Cotzrtper, O.J., sitting in the Court of 
Appeal, said it was obvious that, if it were to be laid down as 
an absolute rule that in every case of a conviction for felony 
striking off the rolls must follow as a matter of course, the rule 
would break down at once. There were, he added, some 
felonies which were infinitely disgraceful, but there were others 
which an honourable man might commit without suffering any 
stain to his honour. He must be punished if he did so, for the 
law must be vindicated, but he would not be unfit to associate 
with his fellow-men, or to be trusted with their property or 
confidence. Very similar language is used by Wits, J., 
in the present case. ‘I quite agree that the mere fact 
of a man being convicted of a criminal offence, even an 
offence punishable with imprisonment and hard labour, is 
not in itself sufficient to justify his being struck off the 
rolls, or being even suspended from practice, because there may 
be cases in which, although the law has to be vindicated, there 
may be nothing when the matter comes to be explained which 
would seriously detract from the confidence which in all the 
ordinary relations of life, and in the ordinary business relations 
which a solicitor must maintain with his clients, ought to be 

laced in him.”” Thus each judge appears to think it right to 
ook at the substance of the offence rather than at the legal 
punishment, and he bases the solicitor’s disqualification upon 
either of two grounds—the offence makes him unfit to move in 
ordinary society, or it touches his professional reputation. As 
to the latter point of course there is no doubt, but the principle 
that conduct merely disgraceful in private life is a ground for 
striking a solicitor off the rolls suggests cases of difficulty. In 
the presert instance it was objected that it would give the court 
jurisdiction in the event of revelations in the Divorce Court. 
Wits, J., however, did not shrink from this result. ‘‘ Cases,” 
he said, ‘might come out, even in an investigation in the 
Divorce Court, which could shew that a man was wholly 
unfit to be a member of an honourable profession or to 
be entrusted with the status of one of the officers of this 
court.” At the same time he drew the distinction that there 
might in such a case be no criminal offence, and though 
criminality is not conclusive, yet it at least calls for the investi- 
gation of the court, and so renders easy the exercise of the 
jurisdiction of the court. In the case in question the solicitor 
had been convicted of knowingly permitting premises belonging 
to him to be used as a brothel, and, as the court very properly 
considered this to be conduct of a peculiarly disgraceful find, 
they had no hesitation in striking him off the rolls. Here, of 
course, the offence was that he trafficked in the immorality of 
others. Some day a more difficult question may arise, such as 
that hinted at above, when the immorality affects directly the 
person accused. 








The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society takes place next Monday at 
the Criterion Restaurant (6.30 p.m.). Lord Halsbury will be the guest of 
the evening. 

An echo from the recent festivities at the Middle Temple, says the Padi 
Mall Gazette, still lingers. On the night when the Prince of Wales dined 
with his fellow Benchers, a distinguished Scotch judge and wit found him- 
self by the side of a legal peer, who shall be nameless, The latter remarked 
that he envied the former the famous Advocates’ Library at Edinburgh (one 
of the best, if not the best law library in the kingdom), adding, “ We have 


no books in the House of Lords.” ‘That accounts for some of your | 


decisions,” was the prompt reply, 


THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE BILL, 


Tue Lord Chancellor’s Supreme Court of Judicature Bill deals 
with two of the matters which were considered and reported on 
by the Council of Judges, the limitation of interlocutory appeals 
and the mode of taking evidence upon applications to 
the distribution of property. 

As to the limitation of interlocutary appeals it is natufal to 
compare the _— proposals with those which were made. by 
the judges. the report of the Council of Judges statistics 
were given of the actual number of appeals from chambers. 
In the year 1891, it was said, there were in London 39,775 
summonses before the masters, of which 3,255 were taken to the 
judge in chambers, 506 to the divisional courts, and 51 thence 
to the Court of Appeal. Of the 51 cases so brought before the 
Court of Appeal not more than 15 or 20 related to mere matters 
of practice or procedure, and no case of that kind was taken to 
the House of Lords. But although the number of cases in 
which appeals in matters of practice had been carried to several 
successive courts did not appear to be large, the council recom- 
mended that the opportunity of using so many stages of gto 
should be taken away. Their a apes to this effect, and also 
with regard to interlocutory ap generally and appeals from 
any inferior court or person to the High Court, were contained 
in resolutions 79, 80, and 81. 

To take these in the order in which the respective subjects 
are dealt with in the Lord Chancellor’s Bill, resolution 80 
provided that, except in certain specified cases, there should be 
no appeal from any interlocutory order made by a judge in 
chambers or in court without leave of the judge. The excepted 
cases were :—-(a) where the liberty of the subject or the custody 
of infants is concerned ; (4) applications under order 14, where 
a judge has refused unconditional leave to defend ; (¢) setting 
aside writs for service out of the jurisdiction ; (¢) prohibition ; 
(¢) injunctions and receiverships before judgment ; (/) 1 
orders; and (g) commissions. In the report it was also 
that there should be no appeal at all where unconditional leave 
to defend had been given. As to these proposals the Bar 
Committee in their report of December, 1892, emphatically 
objected to any rule by which the leave of a judge of first 
instance was made necessary for an appeal, though, if such 
leave was required, they considered that the Court of Appeal 
should have power to give leave if refused by the court below. 
Moreover, the committee suggested that if the necessity of 
obtaining leave was imposed, the proper course was to state the 
cases in which the leave must be obtained rather than those in 
which it was not to be required; but no mention was made of 
any case of such importance as to require absolute freedom of 
appeal which was not included in the judges’ list of exceptions. 
The Council of the Incorporated Law ety, on the other hand, 
went further than the Council of Judges. They recommended 
in their report that there should be an @ from all orders of 
a master to a judge, but that there should be no further appeal 
without the leave of the judge, except in cases under order 14, 
where leave to defend has been refused, and in applications for 
a commission to examine witnesses abroad. : 

The Lord Chancellor’s Bill follows the resolutions of the 
Council of Judges, but is somewhat more drastic, In two 
cases there will be no appeal at all—namely, where an 
order has been made allowing an extension of time for 
appealing from a judgment or order, and where an order 
has been made giving unconditional leave to defend. In 
other cases of interlocutory orders or ae ee made 
or given by a judge, there will be no ap except with 
the leave of the judge or of a judge of the Court of Appeal, ex- 
cept when the liberty of the subject or the custody of infants is 
concerned, and except in cases of ting or refusing an 
injunction or appointing a receiver. e principle thus adopted 
appears to be the true one—namely, to pro ibit appeals ir 
interlocutory matters without leave first obtained, save in speci- 
fied cases of recognized importance; but as to the list of such 
cases opinions may differ. Those contained in the Bill are 
amongst the cases suggested by the Council of Judges, but others 
suggested by them, namely, cases under order 14, service of writ 
‘out of the jurisdiction, bition, charging orders, and com- 
missions, are omitted. ubtless it is advisable to make the 
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list as short as possible, but we imagine that it would be well to 
include, as suggested by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Sotiety, cases where leave to defend under order 14 has been re- 
fused. It will be noticed that the leave to appeal, where this is 
required, may be given either by the judge or by a judge of the 
Court of Appeal. It is not stated whether this is to be in the 
alternative, or whether the party desiring leave to appeal, after 
being refused by the judge, can then have recourse to a 
pase, Hie of the Court of Appeal. But in any event he will have 
the chance of submitting the matter to the higher authority, and 
this is a further reason for restricting as much as possible the 
list of cases in which an appeal will lie withoutleave. An appli- 
sation for leave to appeal is to be made ex parte or otherwise, as 
may be prescribed by rules of court. 

As to appeals in matters of practice and procedure, the Council 
of Judges proposed (resolution 79) that there should be only one 
appeal from orders made by a judge in chambers or in court, 
and that in the Chancery Division this should be to the Court of 
Appeal as at present. In the Queen’s Bench Division there was 
to “ a court specially constituted for the purpose, consisting of 
not less than three judges. This suggestion has not been 
adopted in the Bill, and it is provided that every appeal from a 
judge in matters of practice and procedure shall be to the Court 
of Appeal, whose decision shall be final. 

The remaining matter dealt with in this connection by the 
Council of Judges related to appeals to the High Court, and it was 
suggested (resolution 81) that there should be no appeal from any 
divisional court without the leave of that court from any judgment 
or order made by the court when sitting on appeal from any court 
or person—¢.g., from a county court, revising barrister, official 
referee, taxing master, &c. This proposal completes the restric- 
tion on appeals from inferior courts contained in section 45 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, and section 20 of the Appellate Juris- 
diction Act, 1876, and is adopted in the present Bill with the 
modification that leave to appeal may be given either by the 
Divisional Court which has heard the appeal from the inferior 
court or by the Court of Appeal, and with the further provision 
that where leave to appeal is given the decision of the Court of 
Appeal is to be final. Thus the House of Lords will only be 
able to entertain English appeals in matters which have origin- 
ated in the High Cuurt. 

The Bill, it will be observed, expressly recognizes the existing 
practice of appeals to divisional courts, although procedure 
appeals are to be taken direct to the Court of Appeal. “In all 
cases,” it provides, ‘‘ where there is a right of appeal to the High 
Court from any court or person, the appeal shall be heard and 
determined by a divisional court constituted as may be prescribed 
by rules of court.’’ It would have been preferable had the appeal 
here also been made direct to the Court of Appeal. This would 
have saved one possibility of appeal, and would have been prac- 
tically equivalent, with the proposed change in appeals in matters 
of practice and procedure, to the abolition of divisional courts. 
At the same time, as suggested by Mr. Justice Cave, and 
— by the Bar Comittee in their report, a third division of 
of the Court of Appeal would have to be formed. In this case 
the additional judges would assist the Queen’s Bench Division 
either on circuit or in London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society also proposed 
that — generally should be regulated according to the 
value of the subject-matter in dispute. Where this can be 
estimated in money, and the amount does not exceed £100, 
it was proposed that there should be no appeal from any 
judgment or order, whether final or interlocutory, without 
the leave of the judge, excepting in test cases and in cases 
under order 14 where leave to defend has been refused. 
Where the amount is between £100 and £1,000 there would 
be an appeal, either with the leave of the judge, or on 
a certificate of counsel, in the latter case security for costs being 
given or £20 brought into court. In cases above £1,000 the 
right of appeal would be unrestricted, and so, too, where the 
matter in dispute could not be estimated in money. These 

however, find no place in the present Bill. 

All the above matters are dealt with in clause 1 of the Bill. 
Clause 3 declares that the power to make rules conferred by the 
Judicature Acts, 1873 to 1891, includes power to make rules for 
regulating the mode in which evidence of particular facts may 


be given on applications relating to the distribution of any fund 
or property, whether in court or not, and on applications upon 
summons for directions. Resolution 47 of the Judges’ Resolu- 
tions proposed, as to the distribution of a fund or property, that 
the judge in person should be at liberty, in order to avoid ex- 
pense and delay, to accept or allow testimony of information 
and belief, and such other evidence as, regard being had to the 
circumstances of the particular case, he should consider reason- 
able. And he was to exercise this discretion, without any 
formal application, by giving directions to the chief clerk in 
the particular case as to the evidence to be accepted or allowed, 
Under the clause in question rules will probably be made to 
the same effect, though it would be well to have some clearer 
indication of the evidence which will in general be regarded as 
sufficient. 

The second case provided for by clause 3 deserves notice, as 
it seems to indicate an intention to introduce a compulsory 
summons for directions at the commencement of the litigation 
as proposed by the Council of Judges. On such a summons it 
would be necessary for the master to be acquainted with the facts 
of the case, and under the clause rules may apparently be made 
regulating the mode in which, for the purpose of the summons, 
such facts would be proved. It may be assumed that the Bill 
contains all the changes which it is proposed to found upon the 
report of the Council of Judges, and for which the sanction of 
the Legislature is necessary. For the changes as a whole we 
must wait until the draft of the new rules has been issued. 








SERVICE UPON FOREIGN FIRMS AND INDIVIDUALS. 


In an article published in these columns rather more than two 
years ago (35 Soricrrors’ Journal, 374) occasion was taken to 
review some of the decisions on suing and serving foreign firms, 
and to summarize some of the practical results of those decisions. 
Two of those results were there stated as follows :—‘ A purely 
foreign firm, all the partners in which reside abroad, cannot be 
sued as a firm. The partners must be sued individually 
(Western National Bank of New York v. Perez, Triana, & Co., 
overruling Pollexfen vy. Sibson),” ‘A single individual residing 
abroad and being a foreign subject and carrying on business in 
this country in the name of a firm must be sued individually in 
his own name (Russell vy. Cambefort, overruling O’ Neile v. Clason 
& Co.).” 
* Two recent cases (Grant v. Anderson, 1892, 1 Q. B. 108, 
and De Bernales v. New York Herald, ante, p. 404; reported 
on appeal ante, p. 475) appear to shew that the practice as to 
suing foreign firms and individuals remains as stated above, 
and that the new Rules of Court dealing with service upon 
partners have not had the effect of altering the practice so as to 
overrule Russell vy. Cambefort and similar cases. The new 
code of rules as to actions by and against firms, which came 
into force upon the Ist of July, 1891, is contained in order 
48a. Rule | of that order provides that “‘any two or more 
pose claiming or being liable as co-partners and carrying on 
usiness within the jurisdiction may sue or be sued in the 
name of the respective firms, if any, of which such persons 
were co-partners at the time of the accruing of the cause of 
action.” Rule 3 provides that ‘‘where persons are sued as 
partners in the name of their firm under rule (1), the writ shall 
be served cither upon any one or more of the partners or at the 
principal place, within the jurisdiction, of the business of the 
partnership upon any person having at the time of service the 
control or management of the partnership business there ; and, 
subject to these rules, such service shall be deemed good service 
upon the firm so sued, whether any of the members thereof 
are out of the jurisdiction or not, and no leave to issue a writ 
againt them shall be necessary.” And rule 11 provides that 
“‘any person carrying on business within the jurisdiction in a 
name or style other than his own name may be sued in such 
name or style as if it were a firm name; and, so far as the 
nature of the case will permit, all rules relating to proceedings 
against firms shall apply.” 
In the first-mentioned of the above recent cases, Grant 
v. Anderson § Co. an action brought against a Scotch firm 
for breach of a contract entered into in Scotland, the plain- 
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tiffs served their writ upon an agent of the defendants in 
London, under ord. 48a, r. 3, and the main question was 
whether the defendants were carrying on business within the 
jurisdiction. It was held by the Court of Appeal, affirming 
a divisional court, that they were not, and that the service of 
the writ must be set aside. But the Divisional Court went 
further, and expressed the opinion that ord. 48a, rr. 1, 3, have 
no application to actions against foreign firms the members of 
which are domiciled and resident out of the jurisdiction; Lord 
Coterrper, O.J., saying that it must have been intended in 
these rules “to accept the decision in Russell v. Cambefort, a 
decision which rested upon certain broad principles of interna- 
tional comity”; and Wricut, J., stating that that case rightly 
decided “‘ that a mere rule of special procedure dealing with the 
technical difficulties relating to the service of partners ought not 
to be held to enlarge the jurisdiction of the courts.” The Court 
of Appeal decided the case merely on the ground that the 
defendants were not carrying on business within the jurisdic- 
tion, and both Lord Esuer, M.R., and Kay, L.J., who heard 
the appeal, expressly guarded themselves from deciding 
“ whether the decision in Zussell v. Cambefort still applies under 
the new rules,” and “whether the case of a foreign firm is 
within the rule.”’ 

In De Bernales vy. New York Herald, to the singular history of 
which we have previously referred (ante, p. 418), the action 
was brought against the proprietor of a newspaper who 
was carrying on business—or, at least, maintaining an office— 
in England, but was himself an American subject resident 
in Paris, and he was sued in the name under which the 
newspaper was conducted—the New York Herald. The 
— relying upon ord. 48a, rr. 11, 3, attempted to serve 

is writ at the London office of the newspaper upon some 
person having the control or management of the business, and 
failing in this attempt, came to the court for leave for substituted 
service by means of a registered letter sent to the office. 
This was allowed by the master, but his decision was reversed 
by Kennepy, J., whose view was upheld by a Divisional Court. 
Lorss, L.J. (sitting in the Divisional Court), referred to the 
argument of the plaintiff’s counsel as to the relation of rule 11 
of order 48a to foreigners residing abroad, said, “I cannot 
think that the authors of this rule intended that service might 
be effected on an individual foreigner permanently residing 
abroad simply because he carried on business in this country 
under an assumed name, where it could not have been effected 
upon him if he carried on business here in his own name.” 
The Lord Chief Justice concurred, and decided not to read a 
judgment which he had prepared and in which he dealt with 
the questions raised by Russell y. Cambefort and Grant vy. 
Anderson, 

So far the question as to the applicability of the rules 
of order 48a to foreign firms and individuals had not been 
touched by the Court of Appeal. In Grant v. Anderson, 
as we have seen, the decision in that court turned upon mere 
matter of evidence; and in De Bernales vy. The New York Herald 
the Lords Justices took the sound common-senso view that “a 
plaintiff could not sue the thing sold as the person selling it,” 
which was what the plaintiff in that case was attempting to do, 
by suing the proprietor of a journal in the name of his journal. 
They expressed no opinion upon the reasons for the judgment 
of the Divisional Court. That judgment, however, combined 
with the dicta in Grant v. Anderson, is a strong authority for the 
view that order 48@ has not extended the right of suing and 
serving foreigners, whether firms or individuals, and that per- 
sons who have a cause of action against a foreigner resident 
abroad which they wish to prosecute before the courts of this 
country must have recourse to order 11, which deals with ser- 
vice out of the jurisdiction, and must shew that their case comes 





under one of the heads which are there enumerated. And this | 
view has now been taken by the Court of Appeal in the case of | 
St. Gobain Channy and Cirey Co. v. Huyermann’s Agency decided | 
on Wednesday. The defendant was a foreigner resident abroad, | 
and carrying on business in this country by an agent. It was | 
accordingly sought to sue him under ord. 48a, r. 11, in the! 
name under which his business was carried on. But the Court | 


of Appeal held, in accordance with the opinion of the Divisional 


po 
Oourt in the above cases, and on the principle of Russell v, | words of the clause specify the following as the matters 


Cambefort, that rule 11 does not apply so as to allow of a writ 
against a foreigner in such a case. 

It would no doubt be for the advantage of English traders that 
facilities should be given to them for suing — firms and in- 
dividuals with whom they have contracted ; but if an alteration is 
to be made in this respect it must be made expressly and not left 
to be implied from rules which primd facie a only to methods 
of suing lish firms. To allow the device w was a’ 
in De Bernales v. The New York Herald to succeed would be to 
give a larger power of suing a foreigner who trades here under 
an assumed or trade name than exists with to a foreigner 
who carries on business in his own name—in fact, to allow a 
technical rule of ———— to enlarge the jurisdiction of the 
court, a result which, as Wricut, J., pointed out in Grant v. 
Anderson, cannot have been the intention of the framers of the 
rules. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


SUPREME CouRT OF JUDICATURE —The ee Court of Judicature 
Bill, which has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor and read a 
first time, is a short bill of six clauses, Clause 1, which is designed 
to carry out some of the recommendations of the Council of Judges as 
to appeals, and upon which we comment elsewhere, is in the following 
terms el No appeal shall lie—(a) from an order allowing an ex- 
tension of time for appealing from a judgment or order; nor except 
with the leave of the judge, or of a judge of the Court of Ap 
(6) from any interlocutory order or judgment made wd cen ajudge, 
except where the liberty of the subject or the custody of infants is 
concerned, and except in cases of granting or refusing an injunction 
or appointing a receiver. 2.) No appeal shall lie from an order of a 
judge giving unconditional leave to defend an action. 
of practice and procedure every appeal from a judge shall be to the 
Court of Appeal, whose decision shall be final. (4.) In all cases 
where there is a right of appeal to the ~~ Court from any court or 
person, the appeal shall be heard and determined by a divisional 
court, constituted as may be prescribed by rules of court; and the 
determination thereof by the Divisional Court shall be final, unless 
leave to appeal is given by that court or by the Court of Appeal, in 
which case the determination by the Court of go shall be final. (5.) 
An application for leave to ap may be made ex parte or 
as may be prescribed by rules of court. (6.) This section shall have effect 
notwithstanding nya section 190f the Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture Act, 1873, or any other enactment relating to appeals contained, 
The object of clause 2 is to improve the p ure on appeals from 
quarter sessions, and to give the High Court on such appeals the 
same powers as it has on appeals from county courts. It 
(1) that every case stated by a court of quarter sessions on an order 
or summary conviction for the consideration of the Court shall 
be deemed to be an appeal, and shall be heard and ac- 
cordingly; (2) that on the hearing of an appeal from quarter 
sessions, the appellate court may draw any inference of fact which 
might have been drawn at quarter sessions, or may give or make any 
judgment or order which might have been there given or made, or 
may remit the order or conviction, and the case stated on it, with the 
opinion or direction of the appellate court, for rehearing and 
determination at quarter sessions, or may remit the case for restate- 
ment; (3) the appellate court is to have fall power over costs both 
in the appellate court and at quarter sessions. Clause 3 declares 
that the power to make rules conferred by the Judicature Acts shall 
include power to make rules as to giving evidence in certain cases. 
Upon this we comment elsewhere. Clause 4 (on which we com- 
ment elsewhere) deals with a different matter entirely, 
confers upon the Lord Chancellor power to the con- 
ditions of service, and, with the concurrence of the Treasury, 
the salaries of all officers of the Supreme Court. The memo- 
randum prefixed to the Bill states that the necessity for this clause 
arises out of the fact that doubts have recently been raised whether 
Orders in = regulating the civil service grply pe the legal 
departments. e organizations, qualifications, du ‘ 
ments in those d ents, it is said, are 80 materially different from 
those in the ordinary branches of the civil service that great 
confusion would follow any such application ; but, at the same time, 
there are recommendations in the recent report of the Royal Com- 
mission on Civil Establishments which ought not to be disre- 
rded in the legal departments if they are thought right to 
Be enforced in other public offices. ence the officers of the 
Supreme Court are to be subject to the Lord Chancellor’s regula- 
tions, as just stated, and orders based on ee 
those recently laid down for the civil service are in to be 
issued as soon as wer to make such orders is 
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these regulations will deal :—(a) the salaries, numbers, qualifications, 
duties, and attendance of the officers of the Supreme Court; (5) their 
holidays, sick leave, and the temporary employment of substitutes ; 
and (c) their promotion, age for retirement, and removal; but the 
concurrence of the Treasury is to be required for anything in such 
regulations affecting public expenditure. Orders made under the 
-clause are to be laid before both Houses of Parliament, and are to 
apply to any officer of the Supreme Court, whether appointed before 
or after the passing of the Bill. Where, however, they rejudice 
existing interests, a remedy is proposed to be given by sub-clause (4), 
which provides as follows :—‘ If any person feels himself aggrieved by 
reason of any order under this section, he may present a petition to 
the Lord Chancellor stating the circumstances of the case, and asking 





for the compensation to which the petitioner deems himself entitled, | 


and if the Lord Chancellor thinks the petitioner entitled to compensa- 
tion, he shall transmit the petition to the Treasury, stating 
grounds on which he thinks the petitioner is so entitled, and the 


Treasury shall have discretion to award such compensation, if any, as | 


in their opinion is just and reasonable.” Clause 5 provides for the 
abolition of the office of Queen’s Remembrancer as from the next 
vacancy in that office, the duties of the office being thenceforth 
discharged by the senior master in the Queen’s Bench Division. The 
clause, so the memorandum states, is introduced pursuant to under- 


takings frequently given in the House of Commons when the | 


estimates have been under discussion; although, in fact, the office of 
Queen’s Remembrancer has for a considerable number of years been 
virtually abolished by consolidation with that of senior master of the 
Supreme Court. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 

ATTENDANCE of members of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society from 22nd of April, 1892, to 14th of April, 1893. 


THE COUNCIL OF 





Council. Com- Council. Com- | 
mittee. mittee. | 
Mr. Addison 35 43 Mr. Morrell... 22 28 
», Bristow cate Ce 24 Munton 21 29 
», Broomhead Col- Sir T. Paine — ae 25 
ton-Fox ... a ae — ,», H. W. Parker... 29 12 
cS Cl i we 3 Mr. Pemberton 24 1 
», Cooper... Woe a 3 , Pennington 37. =: 187 
- Cunliffe cos 55 » Rawle ... a 30 
EE, ose . — — SirA.K. Rollit,M.P. 16 2 
»» Ellett ... 13 6 Mr. Roscoe... = ae 76 
» Fladgate REP 13 Saunders 13 1 
» Frollett,C.B... 11 { Walters 3C 77 
The Right Hon. H. Williams 32 33 
H. Fowler, M.P... 1 _ > ae. 16 26 
*Mr. Frere er 3 », Blandy... ee -- 
Dr. Freshfield — — , Cooke ... af Ce 1 
Mr. Godden 32 100 , Foyster co) 1 
»» Gray Hill 13 4 », Green ... ice. Aa 2 
»» Hollams 24 12 , Humfrys i. oe 9 
» Howlett 23 9 , Lewis . oe” a 1 
»» Hunter... 31 83 ,, Osborne 7 -- 
», Janson... il 7 » Venning 5 2 
0 . 38 42 = 1 1 
ie og ae 5 ,. Woodhouse 10 1 
», Laurence a 3 *Mr. Barrett 9 — 
»» Manisty 18 23 * ,. Hughes 2 _— 
» Margetts 14 5 * ,, Bremridge 2 — 
» Markby jac: 24 * ., Cobbett 1 — 
»» Marshall a oe 2 * ,, Wansey Vinge 
a Mills... Jo, 42 * Retired in October. 
* Died 25th January, 1993. 
REVIEWS. 
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, j 
INTRODUCTION TO THE Stupy oF THE ConsTITUTION. By A. V. 


Dicey, Q.C., B.C.L., Vinerian Professor of English Law, Oxford. 
FovurtH Eprrion. Macmillan & Co. 


The first edition of this work was published in 1885, its object 
being, as the author then said, not to present a summary, much less 
a complete account of constitutional law, but to deal only with two 
or three guiding principles which pervade the modern constitution of 
England, and so to form an introduction to the study of the law of 
the constitution. Probably it is this restriction of the scope of the 
work which has given it its popularity and has led to the appearance 
of a fourth edition within so short a time. A formal treatise on 


the | 


the details of constitutional law appeals to comparatively few. A 
treatise on the principles which underlie the constitution, when 
principles are expounded with such practical sagacity and wealth of 
illustration as Professor Dicey brings to the task, is assured of a larger 
circle of readers and a greater sphere of usefulness. The recognition of 
the real principles of the English constitution is, of course, a matter 
of comparatively recent origin, and this is carried out here with 
greater thoroughness than has before been attempted. The work 
occupies a foremost place, too, in respect of its continual comparison 
of our own constitution with the constitutions of other countries, 
These remarks apply especially to the first part of the book, which 
deals with the sovereignty of Parliament, and which, we hope, now 

| replaces for the student the theorizing of Austin on the nature of 

sovereignty. The only change in the present edition seems to be the 
| introduction into the appendix of Note III. on the distinction 
between a ‘‘ Parliamentary executive” and a ‘‘non-Parliamentary 
executive.”” The distinction, as Professor Dicey says, affords a new 
principle for the classification of constitutions, and brings into light 
|new points of affinity and difference. Thus, if the character of 
politics be tested by the nature of their executives, the constitutions 
| of England, of Belgium, of Italy, and of the French Republic all 
| belong to the same class, for under each there exists a Parliamentary 
| executive: that is, an executive which is appointed by, and is 
| dependent upon, the legislative body. On the other hand, the United 

: States and the German Empire have at least one feature in common 

| in that they each possess a non-parliamentary executive. The prac- 

| tical consequences of this difference in the position of the executive 
| is worked out in considerable detail, and the whole note is well worth 
| perusal, 


THE LAW OF COPYRIGHT. 


| 

| THE Law oF Copyricut IN Works or LITERATURE AND ART, 
| INCLUDING THAT OF THE DRAMA, Music, ENGRAVING, SCULP- 
TURE, PAINTING, PHOTOGRAPHY, AND DEsIGNs. TOGETHER WITH 
| INTERNATIONAL AND FOREIGN COPYRIGHT, WITH THE STATUTES 
| KELATING THERETO, AND REFERENCES TO THE ENGLISH AND 
| AMERICAN Decisions. By WALTER ARTHUR CoPINGER, Barrister- 
| at-Law, Professor of Law in the Victoria University. THutrp 
| Enprrion. Stevens & Haynes. 
| 


This work has considerably increased in size since the publication 
of the last edition in 1881, and this is readily accounted for by the 
| quantity of new matter which has accumulated in the interval. At 
| the same time, we imagine that the author might have done some- 
| thing to save the reader this additional burden had he chosen to 
| sacrifice unnecessary details and lengthy quotations. An example of 
| a case stated at what seems to be inordinary length will be found at 
| page 11, where Prince Albert v. Strange occupies some six pages, 
|}and of a quotation that might well be spared at page 931, 
where Hansard has been laid under contribution to enable 
|the reader to know, on Mr. Serjeant Talfourd’s authority, 
what reward is justly due to an author. These things are 
doubtless very interesting and in their way useful, but they are just 
the excrescences which the author of a legal work may be expected 
to pare off as he finds the bulk of his book steadiiy increasing owing 
to the addition of matters of more practical importance. Still, this is 
| primarily a question for the author, and the reader, if he gets some- 
| what more than he wants, may be contented that the law is stated in 
such a manner as to suit his requirements. The new matter in the 
present edition includes, besides the recent cases, the Patents, Designs, 
and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, so far as it relates to designs, the Berne 
Convention, and the American Copyright Act of 1891, of which items 
the last two have greatly increased the importance of international 
copyright. Accordingly this subject, and that of copyright in 
foreign countries, which were made a feature of the last viition, aro 
now very fully treated, and details are given of the law in a number 
of additional countries. We are the more ready, indeed, to forgive 
the tendency to prolixity which the author displays in some parts of 
his work, since it appears to be but a symptom of the thoroughness 
which pervades the work asa whole, and makes it a complete and 
reliable guide to the whole law of copyright. 


COPYHOLDS. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW orf COPYHOLDS AND CUSTOMARY TENURES 
oF LAND. WITH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE COPYHOLDS 
Acts OF 1852, 1858, 1887; THE PRINCIPAL FORMS USED BY THE 
BoARD OF AGRICULTURE, PRECEDENTS OF ASSURANCES; AND 
Forms. SECOND EpDITION, Revised and Enlarged. By CHARLES 
I, Exron, Q.C., and Herpert J. H. Mackay, Barrister-at-Law, 
LL.B. Wildy & Sons. 


In the present edition of a work the value and accuracy of the 
former edition of which we have tested by several years’ use in 
practice, there have necessarily, owing to the forty or more statutes 





passed since 1874 affecting copyholds, been considerable alteras 
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tions; and, apart from this, there has been a good deal of re~ 
arrangement of matter. One naturally turned to the exposi- 
tion of the effect of the repeal of section 30 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, by section 45 of the oy Act, 1887; 
but as to this we were disappointed to find nothing more than a 
bare statement of the effect TF the sections, with a reference in the 
footnote to Re Hughes (W. N., 1884, p. 53) and Re Mills’ Trusts (37 
Ch. D. 312, 40 Ch. D. 14). We should have been glad toihave had 
the authors’ view as to the question put by Lindley, L.J., in the last- 
named case (p. 18): ‘‘ Does the 30th section of the Act of 1881 apply 
to copyholds at all? There are no words providing for a fine.” e 
effect of the Settled Land Acts and of the Li Act, 1890, as to 
copyholds is very clearly stated. The chief alterations, however, are 
in the chapter relating to enfranchisement, owing to the provisions of 
the Copyhold Act, 1887, and these are excellently well interwoven 
with the previous provisions. The decisions which have occurred 
since the last edition for which we have looked we have found very 
accurately stated, and we are glad to observe that the table of cases 
contains references to all the series of reports. The index is very 
much improved in point of fulness. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Secretary’s Manual on the Law and Practice of Joint-Stock 
Companies. With Forms and Precedents. By JAmMEs FITZPATRICK, 
Accountant, and V. pg 8. Fowke, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. 
Jordan & Sons. 


The Law of Cremation. An Outline of the Law relating to Crema- 
tion, Ancient and Modern ; together with the Rules and Seectations 
of various Cremation Societies at Home and Abroad. By AUBREY 
RIcHARDSON, Solicitor, Reeves & Turner. 


Bourne’s Handy Assurance Manual, 1893. Edited by H. 8. Car- 
PENTER. H. 8. Carpenter. 

Hints on Advocacy, Conduct of Cases Civil and Criminal, Classes of 
Witnesses, and Suggestions for Cross-Examining Them, &c., &c. By 
RicHarp Harris, Esq., Q.C. -Tenth Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited), 

The Liability of Railway Companies for Negligence towards Pas- 
sengers. By ALBERT Parsons, Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
ORDER OF CouRT. 
Monday, the 29th day of May, 1893. 

I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
do hereby transfer the causes mentioned in the schedule hereto from 
Mr. Justice Stirling and Mr. Justice North respectively, to Mr. 
Justice Vaughan Williams. 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice STIRLING. 

William Francis Courthope (plaintiff) v The London Metallurgical 

Co, ld (defendants) 1893 b No. 1,434 
Charles Willis Harrison (plaintiff) v The Balmoral Steamship Co, ld 

and James Teulon (defendants) 1893 H No. 1,706 
The Indian and General Investment Trust, ld (plaintiffs) v Woodhouse 

and Rawson United, ld (defendants) 1892 J No. 2,071 


Mr. Justice NorTH. 
John Wood and others (plaintiffs) v Woodhouse and Rawson United, 
ld (defendants) 1893 W No, 572 
HERSCHELL, C. 


At the Westminster Police Court, last week, William Moore, stated to be 
a solicitor, and formerly managing clerk to the late town clerk of Leeds, was 
charged on remand before Mr. de Rutzen with stealing umbrellas from oom- 
mittee rooms of the House of Commons, There was a further charge 
against the prisoner of stealing valuable law books from the library of the 
Incorporated Law Society in Ohancery-lane. Mr. ©. O. Humphreys, on 
behal of the Incorporated Law Society, said there was no doubt that the 
prisoner was well acquainted with the value of law books. About eighteen or 
twenty books had been missed from the library, but no suspicion attached to 
the prisoner, who had been frequently there, until one day when the 
librarian, whilst takiog a walk, saw in a shop window several volumes 
which he recognised as belonging to the library. Inquiries resulted in the 
discovery that they had been purchased from the prisoner. A rubber 


stamp mark on the title-page had been erased. At the prisoner's lodgings 
scme fine glasspaper was found, which Mr. i had been 
used to erase the stamp. The prisoner, who stealing the books, and 
said he purchased them from gnother party, was committed for tria) on 
both charges, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEW BATER AND ANOTHER AND THE 
MAYOR, &, OF BIRKENHEAD—No. 1, 30th May. 


Locat, Government— Unsounp Maat—Ssizvre —Rervsat or Magistrate 
To conpsmn—‘‘ Futt Compsnsation ’’—OCosts OF APPRARING BEFORE 
sa ta—Pvusiic Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 116, 
117, 308, 


Appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division upon a special 
case stated under section 7 of the Arbitration Act, 1889 (see ante, p. 425). 
On the 23rd of August, 1892, the of unounces appolate Way the 
corporation of B seized carcase of a bull hen ed 
Messrs. Bater & Williamson, who were cattle im and meat - 
men at Birkenhead, under section 116 of the Pu! Health Act, 1 as 
unfit for human food. He detained the carcase, and on the 24th of 
it was taken before a justice, when Messrs. Bater & Williamson 
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reese Rn damages for scsckel aur dilnees oe ~ 
that ‘‘ where any person any , by reason 
any of the power of this Act, in relation to any matter as to which he 
not himself in default, full compensation shall be made to 
the local authority such powers.”” The Divisional held 
that the claimants were enti to recover these costs. The corporation 
“Ph ed. It was contended on behalf of the 
ts were not summoned before the justice, they appeared volun- 

tarily, and they could not recover their costs, either by order of the 
justice or upon this arbitration. White v. Redfern (5 Q. B. D. 15) and 
Waye v. Thompson (33 W. R. 733, 15 Q. B. D. 342) were referred to. 

Tue Covert (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 


Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that section 308 must be read in its ordinary 
and grammatical sense. It said that where any person sustained any 
damage by reason of the exercise of any of the powers of the Act, full 
compensation should be made. What was the ord meaning of those 
phrases? It seemed to him that the words “‘any damage’’ must include 
anything which the person suffered by reason of the exercise of the 

wers, and then that person was to receive “‘ full compensation ” for that 

. It was reasonable and natural for a person, whose was 
attacked, to defend it, and to call witnesses to shew that he was not in the 
wrong, and, if that were so, the expense of so doing must be part of the 
damage he suffered by reason of the exercise of the powers of the Act. 
These e were, , part of the ordinary damage sustained. It 
was sought to call them costs in the strict sense of the term, and to insist 
upon that ground that they were not recoverable. They were not costs in 
the sense of costs which could be taxed. They were expenses in the 
ordinary sense, and the claimants were en to be paid 

to which had been put by the act of the corporation. 

were therefore entitled to this compensation. 

Bowan and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsat, J. Walton, Q.C., and 
W. F. Taylor ; Poland, Q.C., and Maemorran. Sortcrrons, Venn § Co, 
A. Gill, Town Clerk, Birkenbead ; Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin, for R. B. 
Moore & Son, Birkenhead. 

[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.! 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
BROWNE v. HART—Stirling, J., 30th May. 
Linet—Coryaicat—Inrerm Inxsuncrion. 


Tinestne eee eae Mr. Lennox Browns against Mr. Hart, the editor 
of the British Medical Journa/, and claimed an injunction to restrain the 
defendant from Ley stating that certain articles now in course of a. 
tion in the British Medical Journal, under the title of “ Inquiry the 
Sanitary Condition of London Theatres” were the result of independent in- 
uiries pat origi re ee by by Lage of the » 
the said journal, or t suc’ were t co pag aeons rp ma 
pomens seeeren by ee ee of the defendant or the said journal, pon | 
po a iad b he plaintiff on the 12th 1891, before 
a on newt, 
the Seven PiSeotion of the of 1 


stated he had made, and 





from 
the purposes of the said journal, 's said , with 
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without colourable alterations therein. An article was commenced in 
the British Medical Journal of March 25th, 1893, under the heading 
of “Inquiry into the Sanitary Condition of London Theatres (by our 
Special Commissioner),”” in which it was stated that hitherto no systematic 
inspection of theatres had been undertaken to discover what the sanitary 
conditions really were with a view to having them remedied, A motion was 
made by the plaintiff for an interim injunction in the terms of the injunction 
claimed in the action. In his affidavits the plaintiff stated that he had, on 
on 12th August, 1891, read a paper before the Seventh International Congress 
of Hygiene at Burlington House, on “The Sanitation of Theatre-,” 
and that, from April to July, 1891, he had made careful sys- 
tematic and exhaustive inspections of a number of the principal London 
and provincial theatres with a view specially to the preparation of 
the said paper, and he further alleged that the article in the defendant's 
journal was founded upon his paper, and that portions of it had been 
substantially taken from the said paper without any acknowledgment or 
reference thereto, as shewn by the excerpts from the said article and paper, 
which he submitted in confirmation of hisallegation. On the hearing of the 
motion, the claim, on the ground of copyright in the paper upon which the 
plaintiff had originally based his right to relief, was abandoned, and it was 
contended on his behalf that the statement in the article above mentioned 
waa libellous. The defendant, in his affidavit, stated that the article com- 
plained of had been written at his request by Dr. Allan, Medical Officer 
of Health for the Strand District, and he denied that any part of the plaintiff's 

had been used by him or by any other person with his knowlejge or 
authority for the purposes of the said article. Dr. Allan also made an 
affidavit in which he denied that he had taken any expressions or ideas from 
the plaintiff's paper, and stated that his article in the Bri:ish Medical Journal 
was entirely the result of his own personal investigations. Under these 
circumstances it was contended, on behalf of the defendant, that he was in 
no way to blame in the matter. He was, however, quite willing to state in 
the British Medical Journal that previously to the article complained of the 
plaintiff had made a systematic inspection of theatres. 


Srraine, J., said it appeared to him that the case was not one which 
called for the interference of the court at the present stage. The question 
was whether the defendant had libelled the plaintiff; but there being no 
direct reference to the plaintiff in the article complained of, his lordship 
could not come to the conclusion that a jury would inevitably find that there 
was a libel. There would be no order on the motion, except that the costs 
should be costs in the action. —Covnset, Hastings, Q.0., and 4. dB. Terrell ; 
Buckley, Q.C., and Leverson. Soticrrors, B, H, Van Tromp ; Upton, Atkey 
§ Upton. 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
APLIN (Appellant); PORRITT AND OTHERS (Respondents)—3ist May. 


Cavetty ro Anrmats—Ranarr Covrsinc—* Domestic AntmaL’’—12 & 13 
Vict. c. 92, ss. 2, 29. 


This was a special case stated by justices for the county of Northumber- 
land. The respondents were charged under 12 & 13 Vict. c. 92, s. 2, on 
the information of the appellant, who was an inspector of the Society for 
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, with having unlawfully caused to be 
cruelly illtreated, abused, and tortured a number of rabbits. The facts 
of the case were that on Monday, the 14th of November, 1892, the 
respondents with a number of other persons assembled in a field and took 
part in coursing with dogs certain rabbits. The rabbits were wild rabbits 
which had been caught in nets and confined in boxes, and had come into 
the possession of the respondents five or six days before the day of the 
coursing, and had been fed by the respondents while in their possession. 
On the day when the coursing took glace the rabbits were taken one by 
one out of the boxes and were liberated in the field, and were then chased 
or coursed by the dogs. None of the rabbits escaped, and after having 
been bitten and worried by the dogs, were thrown on one side, and in 
many instances were left in a mutilated and worried condition. The 
justices held that the respondents did cause the rabbits to be cruelly 
ll-treated, abused, and tortured, but were of opinion that the rabbits 
were not domestic animals within the meaning of the Act, and the justices 
therefore dismissed the information. By section 29 of 12 & 13 Vict. ce. 92 
the word “‘animal’’ shall be taken to mean any horse, mare, gelding, 
bull, ox, cow, heifer, steer, calf, mule, ass, sheep, lamb, hog, pig, sow, 
goat, , cat, or any other domestic animal, and by rection 3 of the 
amending Act, 17 & 18 Vict. c. 60, the word animal shall mean any 
domestic animal, whether of the kind or species enumerated in the afore- 
said section, or of any other kind or species whatever, and whether 
quadruped or not. It was contended on behalf of the appellant that 
the rabbits were at the time of the offence no longer wild animals, 
but that, having been reclaimed from their original state of freedom and 
brought under the control of man, they had become domestic animals. 
Reliance was placed on the case of Colam v. Pagett, 12 Q. B. D. 60, in 
which it was held that linnets caught by a birdcatcher and used by him as 
decoy birds were domestic animals. The respondent did not appear. 


Tax Cover (Matxew and Wricut, JJ.) were of opinion that the 
decision of the justices was right, that the rabbits were not domestic 
animals within the Act, and that there was no distinction between their case 
and that of a bagged fox or caged rats. Appeal dismissed.—Counsgt, 
Smyly, Q.C., and Colam. Soracrtor, A. Leslie. 


[Reported by F. O. Rovixsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


MAXIM NORDENFELDT GUN, &c., CO. (LIM.) ». NORDENFELDT— 
North, J., 18th May. 


Practice—Inauiry AS TO DAMAGES—PARTICULARS OF DAMAGES CLAIMED. 


Under an order of the Court of Appeal of the 19th of November, 1892, 
an injunction was granted restraining the defendant in this action from 
carrying on the business of a manufacturer of guns, &c., in breach of his 
covenant with the plaintiff omar, Sas an inquiry was directed to 
assess the damages sustained by the plaintiff company by reason of such 
breach by the defendant. The defendant giving an undertaking as to 
damages, the injunction was stayed for two months. On summons to 
proceed with the inquiry, on February 15, 1893, an order was made in 
chambers that the inquiry should stand over until the plaintiff company 
had obtained discovery, and on February 24 an order was made that the 
defendant should make an affidavit of documents relating to the matters 
in question in the inquiry. On the 24th of April North, J., made an 
order in chambers that the plaintiff company should within two months 
give particulars of the damages claimed, and that the defendant's time for 
putting in his affidavit of document of documents should be extended to a 
fortnight after such particulars were delivered. On motion to discharge 
this order, 

Nortu, J., held that the defendant was not entitled to particulars in 
the strictly technical sense, and that the order must therefore be dis- 
charged; but that the plaintiff company must deliver within two months 
to the defendant a statement in writing of the heads of claim under which 
they sought damages against the defendant, and that the defendant's time 
for making his affidavit of documents must be extended to fourteen days 
thereafter.—CounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and W. F. Hamilton; LE. 
Beaumont. Soxicrrors, Munns § Longden ; Wilson, Bristowes, § Carpmael. 


{Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. | 


GOODIER v. EDMUNDS—Stirling, J., 19th May. 


Witt—Construction—Trust ror Sare—Rvuie aGarnst PerpPetvitres— 
CoNnVERSION. 


This was a summons to decide the question whether the beneficiaries 
under the will of the testator, Jacob Goodier, took the interests thereby 
conferred on them as realty or personalty. The testator by his will, dated 
the 22nd of November, 1837, devised to trustees his real estate upon certain 
trusts during the lives of his son William, the widow of William, and his 
daughter Mary; and from and after the death of the longest liver of 
William, his widow, and Mary upon trust after the decease of such longest 
liver to sell; and as to the money to arise from such sale and the rents and 
profits to arise until sale to divide the same between a class consisting (as 
was held by the Court of Appeal in Goodier v. Johnson, 30 W. R. 449, 18 
Ch. D. 441) of the children of William and Mary subject to provisions divest- 
ing the shares in certain events. It was held that the gift in favour of the 
children of William and Mary was not void for remoteness. Since that deci- 
sion the last survivor of the three had died. The real estate had been sold 
under orders of the court, and the proceeds were about to be divided. In 
the interval between the death of the testator and that of the last survivor 
one of the children had died: his real and personal estate went in different 
directions, and the question arose whether his share in the proceeds of the 
sale was to be regarded as realty or as personalty. 

Srra.ine, J., after stating the facts, and considering the observations of 
Jessel, M.R., in Goodier v. Johnson, said that the rule against perpetuities, 
as was shewn by the case of London and South-Western Railway Co. v. Gomm 
(30 W. R. 321, and, on appeal, 620; 20 Ch. D. 562) prohibited the creation 
of estates or interests (whether legal or equitable) which might arise until 
after the period defined by the rule. It was rightly admitted in argument 
that if, in the present case, there had been a power instead of a trust for 
sale, that power would have been invalid. There was, however, no sub- 
stantial difference, for the purposes of the rule against perpetuities, between 
a trust for sale and a power of eale, where the eale was intended to be com- 
pleted by a conveyance to the purchaser of the legal estate vested in the 
trustees. A testator or settlor could not, in his lordship’s opinion, impose 
any obligation to sell where he could not lawfully confer a power to do so, 
or escape from the rule against perpetuities by vesting in his trustees an 
imperative, instead of a discretionary, power of sale. Therefore his lord- 
ship came to the conclusion that the trust for sale was bad. In the 
present case he should have thought that, even in the absence of the trust 
of the rents and profits antil sale, the beneficiaries ought to be held 
entitled, but that the beneficial interests would devolve as real estate ; for 
he apprehended that nothing short of an absolute trust for sale could in 
equity create a conversion of realty into personalty: see Hyett v. Mekin 
(32 W. R. 513, 25 Ch. D. 235). In the present case the trust for sale was 
void; but there could be no doubt that the interests of the beneficiaries 
did not fail, and his lordship held that the real, and not the personal, 
representatives of the deceased child were entitled to his share of the 
proceeds, He added that the preceding observations were not intended to 
apply to a case where the trust or power of sale was preceded by limitation 
lie estate tail. There considerations of a different kind were to be taken 
into account : see Heasman v. Pearse (20 W. R. 271, L. R. 7 Ch. 275, at 
pp. 282, 283).—Counset, Hastings, Q.C., and De Morgan; Buckley, Q.C., 
and Yardley; B. B. Rogers, Whitaker, and Macnaghten. Sorscrrors, Rows 
cliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; Godden, Son, § Holme. 


(Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.)} 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re RB. A. STUART—Q. B. Div., 19th May. 


Sortcrrork AND CLIENT—AGREEMENT AS TO CHARGES—REASONABLENESS— 
AppiicaTion TO Ser astpze AGresment—Power or Court to Vary— 
Sorscrrors Act, 1870 (33 & 34-Vicr. c. 28) ss. 4, 8, 9 


This was an appeal from an order of Mathew, J., in chambers, setti 
aside an agreement made between a solicitor and his client, Mra. Cathcart, 
as to the amount of remuneration which the solicitor was to receive for 
attending the taxation of a bill of costson her behalf. The costs had been 
incurred in proceedings in lunacy by which Mrs. Cathcart’s husband sought 
to have her declared insane. In this he failed, but Mrs. Cathcart had to 
pay her own costs, and two-thirds of her husband’s costs were to come out 
of a fund in which she was interested. Before the bill had been delivered 
Mrs. Cathcart insisted on an agreement being made by Mr. Stuart, her 
solicitor, in these terms :—‘‘ Cathcart v. Catheart.—Dear Sir,—I agree to 
pay you 5 per cent. on all costs taxed off Mesers. Crawley & Co.’s bill in 
the above action. In case there should be no taxation till the appeal to 
the House of Lords I agree to pay you £10 (ten pounds).—Mary Carucarr. 
I agree to the above.—R. A. Srvarr.’? When the bill was delivered it 
amounted to a sum of about £5,000. The solicitor attended at the taxa- 
tion, and nearly £2,000 was taxed off. Part of the costs charged in the 
bill consisted of refresher fees of fifty guineas a day for fourteen days to 
the husband’s counsel: these were taxed down to the maximum for 
refresher fees allowed by the rules—ten guineas a day. The solicitor 
claimed bis percentage according to the ement upon the whole amount 
taxed off. The master, upon an application made to him by the solicitor 
under section 4 of the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1870, held that the 
agreement was fair and reasonable. Mrs. Cathcart then applied, under 
section 8, to the judge in chambers, to set aside the agresment, and 
Mathew, J., made the order appealed from. By section 4 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1870, a solicitor may make an agreement in writing 
with his client respecting the amount and manner of payment for his 
services at the same or at a ter or a less rate as or than the rate at 
which he would otherwise be entitled to be remunerated; provided that 
where such agreethent is made with respect to business done in an action, 
the amount payable under it shall not be received until the agreement has 
been allowed and examined by a taxing officer: if the agreement does not 
appear to the taxing officer to be fair and reasonable, he may require the 
opinion of the court to be taken thereon, and the court may either 
‘reduce the amount payable under the agreement, or order the agree- 
ment to be cancelled.’’ Section 8 provides that ‘‘ every question respect- 
ing the validity or effect of any such agreement may be examined and 
determined, and the agreement may be enforced or set aside without suit 
or action on motion or petition’’ of any of the parties thereto, and by 
section 9 if the terms of the agreement shall not be deemed by the court 
to be fair and reasonable ‘‘ the same may be declared void, and the court 
or judge shall thereupon have power to order such agreement to be given 
up to be cancelled.’’ It was argued for Mrs. Cathcart that the agreement 
was unreasonable, because the costs must necessarily have been largely 
reduced on taxation without the interference of a solicitor at all, by virtue 
of the rule which fixed the maximum refresher fee at ten guineas, and 
that this ought to have been present to the solicitor’s mind when the agree- 
ment was entered into. ‘The solicitor offered to give up his percentage on 
the amount taxed off in respect of refresher fees, but he contended that 
the decision of the master made the matter a res judicata ; that there was 
nothing unreasonable in the agreement; and that if the court decided 
against him he was worse off by reason of having obtained the master’s 
approval than if he had not done so. 

Tue Court (Writs and Cuartes, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wuts, J., thought there were circumstances which made it dangerous 
to hold that such an agreement was fair and reasonable within the section. 
He did not think that Mr. Stuart had any other thoughts than those of 
honesty and honour when he accepted the agreement forced on him by the 
ady. But she was his client, and he ought to have had it present to his 
mind and to have informed her that there was a probability, from the 
eminence of the counsel employed, of very much larger fees being in the 
bill than could be allowed against her. The only ground of objection 
against this agreement was the refresher fees. If section 9 had allowed an 
alteration or reduction to be made, the percentage on the sum from the 
refreshers might have been taken off. But the section only allowed the 
enforcement or the annulling of the whole agreement. Therefore, this 
could not be. 

Cuarues, J., agreed, and remarked that the juriediction of the court 
under sections 8 and 9 was quite distinct from that which the court would 
have if a question were referred to them from the master under section 4. 
Appeal dismissed. — Counset, Jelf, Q.C., and Stephen Lynch; Bigham, 
Q.0., and Ofwr. Soxricrrons, R. A. Stuart ; Fenton. 

|Reperted by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re A SOLICITOR ; Ex parte THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY— 
Q. B. Div., 18th May. 


Sontcrrors—Aprp ication To Strike orr Rotits—Convicrion or Sonicrror 
FOR KNOWINGLY ALLOWING A House TO BB UsED As A Disonperty Hover — 
JurispicTion or Court To Strixg orr Rois. 


Application on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society to strike a 
solicitor off the rolls. The solicitor, Mr. Geo Edward Weare, of 
Bristol, had been summoned for that he, being the landlord of a certain 
house, No. 4, Harford-street, Bristol, was a party to its being used asa 
flisorderly house. This charge was heard before the magistrates in the 









and that Mr. Weare was a wilful party to its continued use as 
they convicted Mr. Weare and sentenced him to three months 


ae 
ment with hard labour. The conviction was under section 13 of the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, which says that the landlord of any 


premises who ‘‘is wilfully a party to the continued use of such premises 


ting | or any part thereof as a brothel,’’ shall be liable to a penalty not 


£20, or to imprisonment for any term not exceeding three months, with or 
without hard labour. On a to quarter sessions by Mr. Weare, the 
conviction was affirmed by the recorder, but the sentence was reduced to a 
fine of £20. In giving judgment the recorder said : —‘‘ This is an a 

from a conviction of George Edward Weare by justices of this city to 
quarter sessions, whereby it was adjudged that Weare, being the landlord 
of certain premises known as 4, Harford-street, was a party to the 
continued use of such premises as a disorderly house. The conviction is in 
the words of a part of eection 13 of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 
1885. It is necessary for the prosecution in order to sustain this conviction 
to prove that Weare had knowledge of the premises being used for a 
disorderly purpose, had power to put an end to the tenancy, and, having 
such knowledge, was a party to the continuance of such use. It has been 
proved that the tenancy was a weekly one, and it has been proved that he 
allowed the tenancy to continue. It was proved that No. 4 was used asa 
disorderly house during the time in question, and the sole remaining 
question therefore is whether Weare knew, when he thus allowed the 
teriancy to continue, that it was so used.’’ The learned recorder, after 
going through the evidence, held that Weare knew that the premises were 
so used, and he affirmed the conviction. An application was now made to 
strike the solicitor off the rolls. 

Wits, J.—This is a case of very great public importance, as well as of 
great importance to the more immediately concerned, but neither 
my learned brother nor myself entertain %.4 doubt at all what our jadg- 
ment ought to be. I quite agree with Mr. Coleridge that the mere of 
a man being convicted of a criminal offence, even an offence punishable 
with imprisonment and hard labour, is not in itself sufficient to justify his 
being struck off the rolls, or even suspended from practice, because 
there may be cases in which, although the law has to be vindicated, there 
may be nothing when the matter comes to be explained which would 
seriously detract from the confidence which, in all the ordioary relations 
of life, and in the ordinary business relations which a solicitor must main- 
tain with his clients, ought to be placed in him. But at the same time 
when a man been convicted of a criminal offence, and that matter is 
brought to the notice of the High Court of Justice, it certainly raises a 
prima facie case which calls for explanation and for a satisfacto - 
tion on the part of the solicitor; and, to some extent at events, it 
throws the onus on him of getting rid of what, under the circumstances 
of each particular case, would be the natural inference that one would 
draw from such conviction. ‘Therefore a convicted man does not by any 
means stand in the same position as a man who has not been convicted of 
an offence. The analogy which Mr. Coleridge put, of a man who had 
been guilty of disgraceful conduct in the relations of life which brought 
him within the jurisdiction of the Divorce Court, is, to my mind, a false 
one. In that case the man has not been convicted of any offence — 
the criminal law of the country, and the primd facie inference to be wn 
from that, that there is a case for investigation in this court, does not 
necessarily arise. Nobody can deal exhaustively with a case of this kind 
(and J am anxious to say nothing which can limit the proper area of juris- 
diction of this court), but there might be cases come out, even in an 
investigation in the Divorce Court, which would shew that a man was 
wholly unfit to bea member of an honourable profession, or be entrusted 
with the status of one of the officers of this court. But, dropping - 
alities, it is better to come to the circumstances in this case, f have 
only made these introductory observations in order to shew that I, at all 
events, entertain no doubt whatever as to our jurisdiction in this matter, 
and as to its being properly invoked in a case of this kind. Now what is it 
that this solicitor has been convicted of? He has been convicted of 
knowingly permitting premises, which belong to him, to be used for the 
purpose of brothel keeping. Primd facie most of us would say that that 
was a very disgraceful kind of offence, that it was one which not merely 
involved simply immorality, but that it involved something that it was 
personally disgraceful in the highest degree to the individual convicted of 
such an offence. Itis said that he was not taking extra rent for these 
premises because they were used as a brothel. I cannot see that that 
really affects it, the degree of the profit which he got out of this a 
The ones recorder has found, and found, as it seems to me, upon am) 
evidence, that the respondent knew at the time when he let the premises 
to this man that he had kept a brothel, and I agree in the learned 
recorder’s inference from that he must have known, if he had chosen 
to think about it at all, that he was very likely to keep a brothel again. 
He was himself from time to time in the street tone eae houses 
collecting the rents, and he was a person who bad ample warning, 
because some years ago he had been proceeded against unsu for 
something of the same kind. Therefore he was a m who knew per- 
fectly well what the conditions, if I may so phrase it, of 
he was playing were, and what were the risks involved, and to suppose for 
a moment that a man of his class, of his experience, and of his profession, 
would not know perfectly well was going on when these 
described which took place in his 
when he went into the house to 
charity which would 
Upon this point let me 
very good ground, 
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u oath as to what had taken place within his observation, and as to 
what he knew. Upon that matter he seems to have been contradicted by 
at least three witnesses. Now, is such a person fit to remain an officer of 
this court? Is he a person to be entrusted with the delicate, the honour- 
able, and the difficult duties which a solicitor has to discharge, and which 
he cannot adequately discharge if he is a person of limited education and 
reputation, and if he is affected with a conviction of, to my mind, a 
peculiarly disgraceful character, because this trafficking in prostitution, 
this investing of money in a business of this kind, which is what it 
ractically comes to when a man lets bis house to a brothel keeper and 
owingly continues him as a tenant when he might turn him out every 
week, is what most people would feel to be conduct of a peculiarly dis- 
graceful kind, something which the instincts of every gentleman and of 
every member of an honourable profession ought to revolt against, and in 
my judgment such a pereon is not fit to be trusted by this court with the 
privileges and the status which belong to a solicitor. It seems to me that, 
granted that this court must interfere at allin such a case as that, there 
can be no half-way house, there can be no halting place between non- 
interference and interference in the most complete and effectual sense ; 
and it secms to me that it would be almost an insult to the body of 
honourable men who are represented by the Incorporated Law Society, to 
allow a man tainted with such a conviction as this is, under such circum- 
stances as the learned recorder has summarized in his judgment, to remain 
an officer of this court; and, therefore, I think he ought to be struck off 
the rolls. 

Cuarzs, J.—I am of the same opinion, and I do not mean to add 
anything except that I concur both in the expression by my learned 
brother of the principles which ought to guide us in exercising this 
jurisdiction, and also in the view he has taken of the facts in this 
particular case. 

The order of the court was that George Edward Weare, solicitor, of 
Bristol, be struck off the rolls —Counset, Hollams ; Hon. B. Coleridge, Q.C., 
and Weatherley. Sorscrrors, E. W. Williamson ; Ridsdale & Son, for Gregory 
§ Hirst, Bristol. nei 

[Reported by Sir Snerston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 





THE PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE LAND 
TRANSFER BILL. 


Tue following are extracts from the pamphlet issued by the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society to which we referred last week :— 

Compulsory registration with a possessory title will be found of little or 
no present use, because, as has been pointed out, it will not for many 
years do away with the necessity for an investigation into the earlier title. 
Consequently, a proprietor who has been registered as proprietor of land 
with a possessory title will, on attempting to cell, be probably told by an 
intending purchaser that he must obtain an absolute title, which, in the 
case of a very large number of titles, will be found either impossible or 
very costly. As illustrations the following instances (all subsequent to 
1889) are given from the practice of one London solicitor :— 

(1) Lonvon.—Freehold propertu, purchased in January, 1893, for £35,000. 
—The title, which had been accepted by mortgagees of the vendor, was 
carefully examined and approved on behalf of the purchaser. He wished 
to register bis title, but, thinking he would gain no advantege by having 
a poscessory title, he applied for an absolute title, and was informed that 
he had better withdraw his application, as the title of a vendor (a railway 
company) in 1866 (twenty-seven years previously) was not sufficiently 

out. 

(2) Essex.—Frechold property which had been for many years in the owner's 
Jamily.—As the title had recently been investigated and accepted by 
mortgagees for about £250,000, no difficulty was anticipated. The 
abstracts were left in July, 1891, and were returned in July, 1892, with 
an intimation that the title could not be satisfactorily made out. 

(3) Kent.— Freehold residence.—The title had been carefully investigated 
on its purchase by the present owner, and afterwards independently on a 
mortgage by trustees. After a very great deal of trouble and delay the 
title was eventually passed as absolute, the time occupied being seven 
months, and the cost (although the owner was a solicitor and conducted 
the application himself) about £26 in clearing up difficulties which on the 
purchase and mortgage had not been deemed worth notice. 

(4) Devonsutne.—Freehold estate.—The title had been on more than one 
occasion during the preceding seven years independently examined and 
approved on behalf both of mortgagees and purchasers. On application 
for registration with an absolute title no less than fifteen months were 
cccupied, and a cost rather exceeding £100 was incurred for the purpose 
of disposing of requisitions which had on previous occasions been treated 
as sufficiently cleared up. 

It will be seen from there instances, which could be multiplied, that the 
statement in the ‘‘ General Instructions’’ published by the Land Registry, 
that—‘' Where the title appears to the registrar, though not carried back 
for the full period, to be a good holding title, or where the title appears to 
him to have been duly investigated in a recent sale or mortgage, the 
re; ar has a wide discretion given him which removes many of the diffi- 

ties and greatly facilitates registration,’’ is somewhat misleading. Such 
a discretion may exist, but appears to be seldom, if ever, exercised. Nor is 
it easy to see how, even in the case of land registered with an absolute 
title, an investigation into the earlier title can be dispensed with. For the 
Succession ae ee (section 42) makes the succession duty a charge on the 
land, whether the hands of the successor or of anyone deriving title 
from him; and this liability, which is expressly kept alive by the Act of 





1875, s. 18, sub-eection (2), appears to make it unsafe to purchase land 
without satisfactory evidence (which implies examination into the previous 
title) that all succession duty, arising in consequence of any death within 
twelve years previous to the purchase (Customs and Revenue Act, 1889, s. 
12), has been discharged. For since the whole duty on a succession 
attaches to every part of the property comprised in it, it is quite possible 
that, if the land have been sub-divided and sold in small lots, any one lot 
may be liable to an amount of succession duty exceeding the gross 
purchare-money! Nothing is in practice more common than for a 
purchaser on investigating the title to the property which he has con- 
tracted to purchase to find that there is some succession which has been 
overlooked and the duty on which has to be discharged. Hither the 
liability to any such undischarged duty remains on registered land, even if 
the title to it be absolute, or it de2s not. If it does, a purchaser must, 
notwithstanding registration, investigate the carlier title for his own 
protection, in which case one of the chief benefits of registration will be 
lost. If it does not, the Treasury will incur considerable loss on 
unaccounted for successions. 

Registration, whether with a posseasory or absolute title, is but the 
beginning of inconveniences, delay, and costs, except in the most simple 
cases. Take the common case of a landowner who, for some temporary 
purpose, has occasion to borrow money from his bankers. The Act of 
1875 (section 81) tells him that a deposit of his land certificate will be 
equivalent to a deposit of his title-deeds, and that such a deposit should 
be protected by a caution (section 49). Obviously such protection is neces- 
sary, for a certificate need not be produced on transfers or other dealings, 
and, if not forthcoming, can be replaced (section 78). So the landowner 
goes off to his bankers, and it will be useful to give an actual case as an 
illustration of the result :—A. B., a registered proprietor of freehold land 
with a possessory title, applied to her bankers in July, 1892, fora tem- 
porary advance of £1,500. Had the land not been registered, the loan 
would have been made on a simple deposit of the deeds without any written 
memorandum, and without costs of any kind. If the loan, though tem- 
porary, might last for six months or a year or more, a written memorandum 
would probably have been required, and A. B. would have had to pay: 


Charges of bank solicitor for examination of title and memo- 


randum of charge under hand ‘eo ‘ies ove eve £2 2 0 
Stamps oa ove os ve ts ete ass se 015 0 
Total ... -. §=6$h TTD 


As, however, the land was on the register, a caution was necessary. 
The fee for registering such a caution is the same as would have 
been payable if an actual charge had been made and registered— 
namely, £5. The caution has to be supported by an affidavit or 
declaration involving a fee of 1s. 6d., so that A. B. had to pay £7 18s. 
in all, or nearly three times as much as if she had not been a registered 
proprietor. In addition, when the loan is paid off, A. B., who, if nota 
registered proprietor, would have called at the bank and taken away her 
deeds without any costs or stamps, will, because she is such a proprietor, 
have to go or send to the Land Registry and to pay a fee of 10s. for with- 
drawal of the caution. On the 8th of August, 1892, an order was made 
that no ad valorem fee should be charged on the registration of a cau'ion 
containing a proviso that it should cease to operate at the end of one year 
or less from the date of its registration, but this does not apply to a 
renewal, and a minimum fee of £1 is in every case to be paid. ‘This order 
is of little use. Even if a landowner, wishing to borrow money on a 
deposit of his certificate, believes that the loan will be temporary only, no 
banker will accept a transitory caution, and, if he should do so and the 
loan should extend beyond the twelve months, the full ad valorem fee has to 
be paid in addition to the £1 already disbursed. The General Instractions 
issued by the Land Registry in 1893 (p. 14)* emphasize this, for, after 
pointing out that mortgages should be registered, and that cautions 
are not intended as substitutes for registration, the instructions pro- 
ceed :—‘‘ In order to discourage the practice as far as possible’’ (that 
is, the practice of depositing the land certificate by way of equitable 
mortgage), ‘““it is provided that a caution or restriction to protect a 
transaction capable of registration shall pay the same fev as the registra- 
tion of the transaction itself,’’ with an exception in favour of strictly tem- 
porary matters, limited to take effect fora year only. Many similar 
instances could be given, and the importance of the evidence is not onl 

to show the cost and routine involved in all dealings with registered walk 
but the impossibility of inducing officials to regard the public as anything 
else but material from which fees are to be extracted, instead of doing 
their utmost, as private agents are compelled to do, to so mould the 
arrangements of business as to meet as far as possible the requirements of 
clients. The following is a copy (omitting name and address) of a letter 
dated the 2nd of May, 1893, written by a manager of a large joint-stock 
bank on this subject :—‘‘ It is a matter of most frequent occurrence, that 
small freeholders requiring advances come to this bank, bringing the 
deeds of their properties. I myself look at the deeds, and am generally 
able, where I know the applicants personally, to satisfy myself that their 
title will justify me in advancing the sums they require, which are usually 
taken on current accounts. I then fill up a printed form supplied by 
head office, which they sign, and that is the only formality. No charge 


| beyond the usual bank cherges is made, with the exception of the stamp 


duty, and when the advance is repaid the deeds are given up, and the 
document depositing them with us is destroyed. It is only in exceptional 
cases that I have to consult you, as solicitor to the bank, and then merely 
as to title, and not as to the instrument; in fact, as a rule, the costs of 
advances on land by the bank are not greater than those upon note of hand. 


* “ General Instructions registration and transfer of land under the Land Transfer 








as to 
1875, with the Act, Rules, and Orders, Fees, and a General Index.” London: Her 
Majesty's Stationery Office, 1893. wane 
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If it became necessary that these advances, which are often for very 
short periods, should be secured by documents that would have to be 
registered, the expenses would probably prevent the transaction 
altogether, and a provision that loans for a short time need not be regis- 
tered would not meet the difficulty, because, frequently, these loans, made 
originally for a short time, are extended indefinitely. With a somewhat 
lengthy experience, I think I may say that the practice I have men- 
tioned is an almost universal one amongst country bankers (joint 
stock)."’ The routine and difficulties inherent in the system cannot 
be more clearly pointed out than they are by Mr. Brickdale (the 
prevent Assistant gistrar of Titles) in his work already referred to, 
p. 28:—‘* The little business that the office has had has been conducted 
under such a perpetual terror of making the slightest mistake or leaving 
the least loophole for imposition, and, as a consequence, under such 
stringent safety regulations that the process of first registration costs 
a great deal more trouble and time than all the law ses of a sale of 
the property under the usual conditions, and, what is more, when at 
length all that trouble has been gone through, and the bill has been paid 
and the property is registered, the office procedure in registered sales and 
mortgages and all dealings is so cumbrous as constantly to delay the pro- 
ceedings beyond the limits of time expended under the old system, and in 
many cases to result in greater expense to — peee than they would 
have incurred if the estate had not been regis ; most especially is this 
likely to happen in the care of small properties.” Mr. Brick is, of 
course, speaking, in the earlier part of this extract, of registration with an 
absolute title, but his comments on the cost, delay, and trouble involved in 
subsequent dealings apply to ali registered land. Moreover, in the case of 
an ordinary mortgage of registered land, two deeds will very frequently be 
required instead of one as at present. For charges for registration are 
required to follow a prescribed form, which only allows of the insertion of 
certain specified conditions as to date and mode of payment of principal, 
reduction of interest, and the like. If any special clause is needed, it 
must be embodied in a separate and unregistered deed. Such, for 
instance, is the usual attornment by a mortgagor who is in occupation of 
the mortgaged property—the authority to a solicitor who is the mortgagee, 
or one of several mortgagees, to act as solicitor in reference to the transac- 
tion—and the like. . 

A like difficulty will be found in dealing with building estates, 
which it is desired to protect by special covenants. The General 
Instructions state that, generally speaking, only negative or restric- 
tive conditions can be registered, and that conditions involving the 
expenditure of money, or the doing of any work on the land, can- 
not be annexed to the title, but must be left to depend on personal 
agreements between the parties. There are two classes of covenants 
common on building estates—the one, negative, not to use the land 
in a certain manner, and the other, positive, to keep up fences and to 
contribute towards the repairs of roads on the estate. The burden of 
covenants of neither class runs at law with the land—i.c., a sub-purchaser 
of the plot is not liable to damages if the covenants are not performed, 
but he is liable to be restrained by injunction from breach of covenants of 
the former class, unless he purchased without notice of the covenant, an 
event which is barely possible, as he cannot avoid notice by neglecting to 
investigate the title. The performance by sub-purchasers of covenants of 
the latter class is usually provided for by the insertion of, in the original 
conveyance, a power of re-entry (restricted as to perpetuity) arising on 
breach. Covenants of the former class can be registered under the Act of 
1875, but covenants of the latter class cannot be, and must be the subject 
of a separate instrument, and protected by caution or inhibition. In the 
case of a sale of a small part of settled lands which are affected by family 
charges, portions, and jointures, it is frequently the practice, in order to 
rave expense, to declare that, as between the sold and the unsold estate, 
those charges shall be primarily borne by the latter, which shall form an 
indemnity to the purchaser, who thus saves much expense and complica- 
tion. On such an indemnity being recently tendered for registration, the 
registrar declined to register it, as ‘‘ not being an ordinary charge by way 
of mortgage, which alone appeared to be capable of registration under the 
Act.’”? The purchaser, who was a willing buyer, had, therefore, to take a 
separate and unregistered charge of indemnity protected by a caution with 
ite attendant risks. 

Again, by section 34 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, a declaration by 
the appointor of new trustees that the land subject to the trust shall vest 
in the new set of trustees, is made sufficient without any conveyance or 
assignment ; but in the case of land registered under the Act of 1875, the 
regtstrar declines to recognize this as sufficient, and requires a separate 
deed. The additional cost involved in this unnecessary formality can be 
shewn from a recent experience. The supplemental deed (which was short) 
cost, including stamps and disbursements, £3 2s. 6d., and, in addition, 
the preparation and completion of the following further instruments was 
necessary, none of which would have been required if the land had not 
been registered :— 

(1) An application to register the death of a deeeased trustee. 
(2) A memorial to register the death of the trustee. 
(3) Certificate of the death to accompany. 
(4) Declaration of identity. 
(5) Application to register the conveyance. 
(6) Declaration to prove due execution. 
N.B.—The grantors lived in different parts of England. 
(7) Statement of estimated value of land. 
The payments were as follows :— 


ol. 37.] §29 

The expense of a was saved ing the from the old certifi- 
cate, and pa pmleensenet Borthe cost and trouble 
was due to the fact that the iand had been on the Some 


register. 

experience may be gained from the colonisl system of registration. In a 
transaction which occurred in the practice of a member of the Council of 
Oe ee ee of new trustees of a will as 
proprietors of a large estate in the of New South Wales, made up 
of numerous purchases, occupied more than a year, and cost a sum . 
ing £600. No doubt this was a somewhat wey Sam case, but similar 
examples of delay and cost are stated to be not unfrequent in the Australian 
colonies. 

Another inconvenience is this. The Land will not ners 
land held under different titles, but gives a separate number to each title, 
even though included in one certificate, and thus increases the fees. In the 
present month a registered owner of land with an absolute title wished to 
ascertain the exact terms in which an incumbrance had been entered on 
the register, the entry being later than the date of his certificate. He 
went to the registry, produced the certificate, and asked to see the entry. 
He was told that he must sign an application, and pay a fee of 5s.; but, 
on the official looking at his certificate, he said: ‘‘ Oh, there are three 
titles here, so the fee will be 15s.!’’ The owner left his curiosity un- ~ 
satisfied. 

A registered owner who does not carefully complete his title, and 
register every charge from time to time, lero very great difficulty 
and cost in subsequent dealings. The follo is an example :—Land in 
Sussex was in 1891 submitted to a bank as security for an advance. It 
appeared that the land had been from the trustees of the will 


of the registered owner for £200, apparently in ignorance or forgetfulness 
of the fact that it was registered land, and that neither the nor the 
conveyance by the trustees had been . In order to make up the 


title a memorial of the death of the registered owner had to be pre 

and completed, a m2morial of gel nga and evidence of the identity of 
the testator, a statement of title e and lodged, the will and conveyance 
printed, and the execution by each of the trustees proved. After a great 
delay, the title was completed; but the actual expenses of doing so 
amounted to upwards of £20, or about 10 per cent. on the value. 

Some transactions, exceptional at any time, would be impossible in the 
case of registered land. For instance, it was recently (May, 1893) 
arranged to borrow £9,000 by a sub-mortgage of a family charge of 
greater amount secured on family estates, which stood limited to such 
uses as the father (who was the borrower) and the son, who was in New 
Zealand, should jointly appoint. It turned out on investigation that the 
family charge did not contain any power of sale, and that, owing to its 
date, no such power was implied. e intended lender required that the 
father and son should, by the exercise of their power 
remedy this defect, and create a fresh — th the usual modern 
powers. The money was required at once, the delay involved in cor- 
respondence with New peo 1 could — Bo Damn ae deed of 
appointment was prepared and telegrap ew Zealand, with instruc- 
tions that it should be oe and executed there, and a telegram sent 
by a named official that this had been done. The lender agreed to accept 
this and the contemporaneous execution by the father of a duplicate as 
sufficient, and so to complete the transaction. Such a transaction would 
have been impossible if the charge had been on registered land. 

It will probably be pointed out that many, if not most, of these diffi- 
culties and inconveniences could be removed by rules. This is, no doubt, 
true, and one would have thought that, while the system was voluntary 
and depended on iteelf for its attraction, efforts would have been made 
by those responsible for its working to render it as economical, speedy, 
and convenient as possible. But this has not been the case. The Act 
was passed in 1875, and in the same year rules were issued which are still 
in force. During fourteen years of almost absolute failure, no attempt 
was made to improve the system or to attract business. In 1889 - 
tional rules were issued, amending those of 1875, and with them an 
amended fee order. Instead, however, of reducing the fees and facili- 
tating applications, the fees are in almost every case inereased—often doubled, 
and much more than doubled—and the alterations are so regulated as to 
press with special hardship upon the smaller class of business. In 
Appendix A to these observations (p. 42) the two scales of 1875 and 1889 
are compared item by item. If now, when the system depends on its 
own enna oe — the me 9s of Salar eee fees, 
what are they likely to do when, owing system 
the public are at their mercy? Moreover, the system of registration of 
title involves v oe and wricheall rules and pea! myo routine and 
cost. For the title, whether y absolute or only possessory, is 
being dealt with as an absolute title to the exclusion of the ts of 
everyone except the registered owner, subject only, as to land stered 
with a title, to any claim en yo date of first wives 
tion. How little the officials understand, or, if they understand, study the 
needs and convenience of the public may be curi illustrated in another 
department of the work of the Land Registry. In 1891 the Land Registry 
took over the business of the Middlesex Registry, and 
to prepare rules for the conduct of that business under 
circumstances. Ever since the ren ag ae the cae at Registry in the 


well, 

desired to alter it, 
** That the on W behalf the memorial is left 
responsible for its accuracy, the deed to 








Stamps on the three declarations . : ° - £0 7 6 
Fee stamps and for new certificates . . 412 0 
£419 6 
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the registration should only be effectual if and so far as the memorial 
correctly represents the deed.” The registrar asserted that it was no 
part of his duty to see that the memorial was correct, and for a long time 
refused to give way; but on its being pointed out that the effect of his 
proposed rule would be to convert the Middlesex Registry into a registry 
of memorials and not of deeds, and that if it were put in force the labour 
of a search would be enormously increased, he reluctantly abandoned his 
attempt to revolutionize the practice, an attempt which no one with the 
slightest practical experience would have dreamed cf making. The Mid- 
dlesex Registry has now been for two years or thereabouts under the 

ment of the Land Registry. By section 127 of the Act of 1875 
land in Middlesex, if registered under the Act, is exempt from the juris- 
diction of the Middiesex Registry. Landowners and dealers in land in 
Middlesex have therefore the choice between two registers, the one of deeds 
and the other of titles, one of which they must adopt. It is instructive to 
observe that very few indeed select the latter, notwithstanding its asserted 
advantages. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
LAW ASSOCIATTION. 


The annual general court of this Association was held on Wednesday 
last : Mr. Sypney Sauru in the chair. 

The following is the seventy-sixth report of the board of directors :— 

1. The directors have the pleasure of submitting a report of their pro- 
ceedings and the accounts for the past twelve months. 

2. The property of the association now consists of the following invest- 
ments, viz. :— Consols (2} per cent.), £22,480 11s. 9d.; India 3 per cents., 
£4,162 18s. 6d. ; India 3; per cents., £465 13s. 2d.; Great Indian Penin- 
sular Railway Stock, £2,500; East Indian Railway Co. (Annuity Class B.) 
£6,837 10s. 

3. The income of the association for the year now ending is as follows: 
—Dividends on the above investments, £1,195 5s. 4d.; annual subscrip- 
tions for the like period, £329 12s.; and life subscriptions, £42, making 
the total income of the association £1,566 17s. 4d. for the year. 

4. The directors have distributed £1,112 10s. amongst 30 members’ cases, 
and £150 amongst 16 non-members’ cases, making the total relief granted 
£1,262 10s. 

5. The directors have with deep regret to report the deaths, during the 

st year, of the following members of the association:—Mr. Charles 

od, Mr. William Groves, Mr. Alfred Carpmael, Mr. Thomas Hoskins, 
~~ ae “gaa Hedger, Mr. Bartle John L. Frere, and Mr. Frederick lltid 
Nicholl. 

6. The directors have pleasure in stating that the late Mr. Charles Dod 
by his will bequeathed to the association a legacy of £1,000 payable upon 
the death of his widow, and Mrs. Dod has been good enough to intimate 
that she will continue her late husband’s annual subscription of £2 2s. 

7. By the regulations of the association, the president, vice-president, 
treasurers, directors, and auditors for the ensuing year are to be elected 
at the present meeting. 

_8. The directors feel that having regard to the highly beneficial opera- 
tion of the association in the past, they may well urge upon the members 
ae nw of their making further personal efforts to promote its 
interests. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 

As the result of the examination held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall in May, tie 
Council of Legal Education have awarded :—To Henry M. Giveen, Lin- 
coln’s-inn, a studentship of 100 guineas a year, tenable for three years; to 
Robert D. Megaw, Middle Temple, Manmohan Lal Agarwala, Gray’s-inn, 
and Alexander Grant, Inner Temple, certificates of honour; to Robert D. 
Megaw, Middle Temple, a special prize of £50 for the best examination in 
constitutional law (English and Colonial) and legal history ; and to James 
Lade, Middle Temple, the Barstow Law Scholarship. 

Pass certificates were awarded the following gentlemen :— 

Inner Temple.—William P. Addleshaw, Bomonji Ratanji Bomonji, 
Jobn V. Braddon, James F. Buckley, Thomas Casson, William B. Cowli. 
shaw, Framroaz Muncherji Dadina, Altamont C. Elmore, John St. F. 
Fair, Charles H. Falcon, Leonard B. Franklin, John Garlick, Park Goff, 
Frederick W. Grantham, Colley E. G. H. Grattan, Anthony E. Harrison, 
Henry B. Irving, Cyril Jackson, Henry Jordan, Emest A. Parkyn, 
Richard T. Prioleau, Frank L. Puxley, John 8. Risley, Robert Russell, 
Abdula Rahimtula Sayani, Francis J. T. Sharpe, Leslie Shepherd-Smith, 
Thomas R. Spyers, Power M. le Poer Trench, Julian W. W. Weigall, and 
John B. White. 

_ Middle Temple.—Kamalkrishna Shelley Bonnerjee, Cecil M. Browne, 
Colin H. Browning, Ernest Clark, Arthur Colville, William M. Crowdy, 
John P. G. H. Ellis, John C. F. Finn, Laurence Ginnell, Syed Motahhar 
Hossain, Cecil J. B. Hurst, Syed Nehal Hussain, Judah Israel, John C. 
Jordan, James Lade, James M. Lainé, Melville M’C. G. Neill, Sardar 
Abdul Rahman Khan, Edward P. Schjott, Song Ong Siang, Arjan Singh, 
and Joseph F. B. Sutherland. 

Lincoln’s-inn.— William H. Ames, John R. Barker, George H. Foley, 
Richard H. Hodge, John A. Longley, Henry T. Methold, Philip 8. Oswald, 
—— gas seg date and Oscar M. Wihl. 

ray’s-inn.— im inuddin, John H. Burton, Ernest Profullaunn 
Ghosh, Edgar 8. London, and Walter Young. 
Of 106 candidates examined, 68 passed. 








' a Commissioner for Oaths. 
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The following gentlemen passed in Roman law :— 

Inner Fomple Albert E. H. Birch, Ernest M. Bonus, Joseph 8, 
Clouston, William 8. Duxbury, John J. Fernandes, John H. de P. T. 
Gosset, Jabez F. Hebron, Rowland N. Hebron, Owen J. Llewellyn, Percy 
J. Preece, Francis E. N. Rogers, Fleetwood Sandeman, Alexander 8. A. 
Westropp, John F. Wilson, and Henry F. Wright. 

Middle Temple.—Syed Sharfuddin Ahmad, Syud Mohomed Bilgrami, 
Satish Ranjan Das, Henry C. Davenport, James H. Gray, Nand Kishore 
Kacker, Frederick D. Maxwell, Syed Humayon Mirza, Frederick J. W. 
Sharman, Goonce Lall Shaw, Thomas 8. Smith, Walter M. Thin, and 
Robert T. Warner. 

Lincoln’s-inn.—Herbert Broadbent, Reginald V. Le Bas, Eustace 8. 
Paton, Whitmore L. Richards, Nanaji Sidram Sinde, George G. Solomon, 
Philip D. Tuckett, and George James Turner. 

Gray’s-inn.—Frederick S. La Chapelle and Cecil Walsh. 

Of 48 candidates examined, 38 passed. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Artuur Suetty Eppts, Q.C., judge of the County Court Circuit No. 
41, died of pneumonia on the 23rd ult., at Stoke Bishop Vicarage, the 
residence of his brother-in-law, the Rev. David Wright. Mr. Eddis was 
educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, and was senior Chancellor's 
Medallist. He was called to the bar in 1845. He obtained silk in 1869. 
He was Professor of Equity to the Inns of Court from 1875 to 1883, and 
in the latter year was appointed to the judgeship of the Clerkenwell 
County Court. 

Mr. Henry W. Lorp, one of the four registrars of the chief Probate 
Registry at Somerset House, died suddenly on Saturday last in his 60th 
year. Mr. Lord was called to the bar in 1869. He was for some years the 
head of the Probate Registry in Manchester, and was subsequently pro- 
moted to London. Mr. Lord lost his wife recently, and his death was due 
to an affection of the heart. 


Mr. Gzorce Wii.1AM Marspen, solicitor, died recently, at the age of 81. 
Mr. Marsden, who was admitted in 1835, was appointed vestry clerk of St. 
Michael Paternoster Royal and of St. Martin Vintry in that year. He 
was also vestry clerk of Camberwell for 42 years, and was also clerk to the 
burial board, to the magistrates, to the assessment committee, to the pub- 
lic baths and wash-houses, and to the library commissioners. On his 
retirement from the vestry clerkship of Camberwell last year he was 
entertained at a public dinner. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. F. Meapows Wurre, Q.C., has been appointed judge of the Clerken- 
well County Court, in place of the late Judge Eddis, Q.C. Mr. Meadows 
White was called to the bar in 1853, and has been a member of the South- 
Eastern Circuit. 

Mr. F. Buinstey-Harper, solicitor, of 15, Old Jewry Chambers, Bank, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner of Deeds (with power to take 
and certify affidavits, depositions, and acknowledgments) in the State of 
Nevada, U.S.A. 

Mr. Tuomas Wasuincton Onampens, solicitor, of Brighouse, in the os 
of York, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. T. 
Chambers was admitted in April, 1887. 

Mr. Gzorce Ausertr Bromer, solicitor (of the firm of Bromet & Sons), of 
Leeds and Tadcaster, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. G. A. Bromet was admitted in November, 1885. 

Mr. Eric Ricnarp Warp, solicitor, of Plymouth, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. E. R. Ward was admitted in January, 
1887. 

Mr. Tuomas Oxtver Evans, of 13, Bouverie-street, E.C., and Upper 
Tooting, S W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Evans 
was admitted in November, 1886. 

Mr. A.sert Epwarp Scorer, solicitor, of 9, New-inn, W.C , and of 
Richmond, Surrey, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. Ronert Epwarp Srest, solicitor, Cheltenham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Steel was admitted in July, 1886. 

Mr. Joseru Sykes, solicitor, 57, Chancery-lene, W.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sykes was admitted in 
December, 1886. 

Mr. Franx Tayzor, solicitor, Putney, bas been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Taylor was admitted in October, 1886. 

Mr. Ex1tas Wa. Tatuor, solicitor, Kidderminster, has been appointed 
Mr. Talbot was admitted in February, 1887. 

Mr. Arruvur Toovey, Jun., solicitor, 18, Orchard-street, Portmane 
square, W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Toovey 
was admitted in Easter, 1875. 

Mr. Joun Hernert Ture, solicitor, Huddersfield, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Turner was admitted in February, 1887. 

Mr. Joun Byrnon Umrresy, solicitor, New Southgate, has been *P inted 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Umpleby was admitted in May, 1879 


Mr. Cuantes Henny Unswortn, solicitor, Warrington, has beem 
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appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Unsworth was admitted in 
Ye ruary, 1887. 

Mr. Joun Epwarp Wa. Waxerrerp, M.A., solicitor, Taunton, has 
been Ae a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wakefield was admitted 
in June 3 


Mr. Antuvr Tuomas Wa tis, solicitor, Nottingham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wallis was admitted in December, 1883. 

Mr. Watrer Hammonp Faranois, solicitor, Cambridge, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Francis was admitted in 
November, 1882. 

Mr. Lionet Grorcs Fisuzr, solicitor, Long Melford, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Fisher was admitted in November, 1890. 
He is joint clerk to the justices for the Melford Division. 

Mr. Wm. Beprorp Guasier, solicitor, 47, Essex-street, Strand, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for New South Wales. Mr. Glusier was 
admitted in December, 1878. He is commissioner for the Gold Coast 
Colony, and a commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Percy Gsrorcr Gares, solicitor, 7, Victoria-street, Westminster, 
S.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gates was 
admitted in May, 1886. 

Mr. Wa. Joun He ttyar, solicitor, 28, Austin Friars, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hellyar was edmitted in 
January, 1887. 

Mr. Epcar Kempson, solicitor, Farnham, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Kempson was admitted in Hilary, 1886. He is 
clerk to the Crondall School Board and to the managers of the Farnham, 
Alton, and Hartley Witney District Schools. 


Mr. Gsorce Epwarp Lows, folicitor, Burton-on-Trent, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Me Lowe was admitted in May, 
1884, 

Mr. Argtuur Srvartr Mixes, solicitor, Tenbury, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Miles was admitted in Trinity, 1874. 


Mr. Micuaet HernertsPors, B.A. Camb., tolicitor, 25, Great James- 
street, Bedford-row, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Pope was admitted in July, 1883. 


Mr. Henry Taytor Rutuerrorp, solicitor, Blyth, has been = a 
Commissioner for Uaths. Mz. Rutherford was admitted ia February, 
1887. 

Mr. James Wason Simpson, tolicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Simpson was admitted in May, 1884. He 
is commissioner for the County Palatine of Lancashire. 

Mr. Henry Spansuatrt, colicitor, South Norwood, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sparshatt was admitted in April, 1881, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Joun Szrron, solicitor, Liverpool, has been tay a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Sefton was admitted in March, 1885 


Mr. Wit11am Arcuerty Tetiow, solicitor, Liverpool, tee been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tetlow was admitted in Febru- 
ary, 1887. 

Mr. Artuur Joun Wisz, solicitor, Boscombe, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wise was admitted in May, 1880. 


Mr. Recrinatp Tuornsoro Baryegs, solicitor, Liverpool, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Barnes was admitted in April, 
1886. 


Mr. Recrnatp Srawe.tt Crosse, solicitor, South Molton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Crosse was admitted in March, 
1887. He is deputy county court registrar. 

Mr. Exnest Rapciyrre Crump, solicitor, 15}, Parliament-street, S.W.., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Crump was admitted 
in March, 1882. 

Mr. Tuomas Oxrver Evans, solicitor, 13, Bouverie-street, Fleet-strect, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Evans was 
admitted in November, 1886. 

Mr. Joun Ivor Evans, solicitor, Swansea, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Evans was admitted ip February, 1887. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLurion. 


Faancts Ricuarp Hares and Atpan Cuaavasse, solicitors (Hales & 
Chavasre), 7, Martin’s-lane, Cannon-street, London. May 15. 
[ Gazette, May 26. 





GENERAL. 


It is proposed at the ensuing Commencement at Cambridge to confer the 
degree of Doctor of Law on Lord Herschell. 


Lord Coleridge summoned a meeting of the Lords Justices of Appeal and 
the Judges of the Queen’s B.nch Division for Friday afternoon, at 3.30, in 
his Lordship’s private room at the Law Courts, for the purpose of choosing 
the circuits for the ensuing summer assizes. 

The Daily News says thut if his engage gements in connection with the 

harles 


Behring Sea Arbitration permit, Sir 0 Russell intends to make a flying 
visit to London in order to preside at the Grand Day Dinner at Lincoln’s Inn 





on Tuesday next. is Treasurer for the year, and the the 
guest of the evening wit be the Duke of of York. 

In a western justice court, says the Central Law Journal, a question arising 
as to certain powers of receivers, counsel in an authority to the 
court came across the words sui generis, which he translated, in all sober- 
ness, to the court as meaning that the officer so described had @ right to sus 
generally. The judge acce the translation as correct, until a smilo 
among the lawyers present a doubt in his miad. 

The Attorney-General concluded his argument on behalf of Great Britain 
in the Behring Sea Arbitration at noon on Wednesday, and was immediately 
followed by Sir Richard Webster. Sir Charles R I said that to the num- 
ber of authorities he had already cited he had oaly one to add—that of a 
distinguished English writer on international law, Mr. W. E. Hall, to 
whom all practising lawyers in England and America were indebted for his 
valuable treat'se. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoisrrans 1x ATTrenpaNce on 











Date AppeaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
? No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, June.................. 5 Mr. Pemberten Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach 
Tuesday........ ee Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Wednesday 7 Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Thursday . 8 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Friday .... 9 Pemberton Jac'cson Leach 
eee 10 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Sriguixe. Kexewicn. Rouen. 
Monday, June .. . 6 Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal 
easing pdbeenebnigsonbouuaabbide 6 Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Wednesday ey Farmer Carrington Beal 
Ee 8 Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Friday ee Farmer Carrington Beal 
BAGETOAY 0000000 0ssecceecnvveste 10 Bolt Lavie Pugh 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1893. 
COURT OF APPEAL. N.B. a ay on Ap (with Assessors 
as ee kt, I. ; as wie be taken on days to be appointed 
inal and interlocutory appeals from the | gyeciat, Norice.—In consoqnence of of the 
Queen's Bench Division, the Probate, | limited state of the Appeal List the 


Divorce, and Admiralty Division (Ad- | 
miralty}, and the Queen's Bench Division | 2c," tcmodification’ by. the dodges, of 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. | ‘Which Guo notice will appear in the Daily 
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= App vs ex o-at bm > i 2 .. Sitting in chambers Monday —Sitting in Chambers. Short Causes, —, and Bae 
ots— made | e ...20) jo — on ys, une 
Wednesday 5 on inter Reutory mots (sep | Wednesday 21} General paper Reese Actions Ldadion Fert cn- | Brd and 10th. 


{ii ) and Chan final apps if 
uired 


req 
{ County Palatine apps and 
re 6 ( Chan final apps 
7} 
Saturday... 8} “Da” final apps 
N.B.—Lunacy Petitions (if any) are taken 
in Appeal Court II. on every Monday 
at Eleven until further notice. 


Sreciat Norice.—In consequence of the 
imited state of the Appeal List the 


above general arrangement will be sub- | } 


ject to modification by the Judges, of 
which due notice will appear in the Daily 
Cause List. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Court, I. 
Mr. Justice CHITTY. 
Tues., May 30...Mots and non wit list 
Wednesda ° ae 
Non wit list 


ws 2...Mots and non wit list 
( Pets, sht caus, procedure 
3 


sums, opponed pets, and | 
( non wit list | 
Monday...... 6...8itting in chambers 
, SRE 6 } ° 
Ee 7 ) Non wit list 
Thursday ... 8} 
Friday ...... 9... Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday tof pet, procedure sums, and 
non wit list 


Monday ...... 12... Sitting in chambers 
13) 


ioc 
Thursday ...15 ) Wit list 


Friday ...... 16} 

Saturday ...17 
Monday......19.,.Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...20\ 

Wednesday 21 } 

Thursday ...22 >) Wit list 

Friday ...... 23 

Saturday ...24 


Monday.. 26 Sitting in chambers 


Welnerday 35 | Non wit list 
eo | Mots for Mr Justice North 
Thursday ...29 ( & non wit list 
Friday ..... 30...Mots and non wit list 
Pets (including unopposed 
\ pets for Mr Justice North), 
Sat., July 1(sht caus, procedure sums, 
opposed pets, and non wit 


i 
Monday..... 3...8itting in chambers 
+ = a 7 o Non wit list 
( Mots for Mr Justice North 
Thurs. ..... 6 + & non wit list 
Friday ...... 7...Mots and non wit list 
Pets (including unopposed 


pets for Mr Justice North), | 


Saturday ... 8/sht caus, opposed pets, 
procedure sums, and non 
wit list 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 

cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard 


Two copies of minutes of the | 


judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. 

N.B.—In the weeks when witness actions 
are being tried further considerations 
will not be taken. They will be taken on 
Tuesdays in the weeks when non-witness 
actions are being heard. 

N.B.—The following Papers on Further 

i ion are required for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—Two Copies of Minutes 
of the Judgment or Order, 1 
Copy erage Saga 1 Copy Chief Clerk’s 
Certificate, which must be left in Court 
with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
te come into the paper. 

Cuascery Cover, II. 
Me. Justice NORTH. 

Thurs., June 1...Mots and adj sums 

Friday ...... 2...Mots and adj sums 

Saturday ... 3 Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 

Monday...... 6...Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday ... 6) 

Wed. ......... 7} Fur cons and adj sums 
Thursday ... 

Friday ...... 9...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...10... Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday...... = . Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...13) 

, Sede 14 } General paper 


Thursday eh for Chitty, J, and | 


Friday ......16... 


| Thursday ...22 


Tues., May 30; 
| Wednesday 31 


| Friday 
| Saturday ...24 


Sht caus, pets, and sum 
ineludi j 
(ree = 


Saturday ...24} (including unop 

( for Chitty, J) 
Monday ....26.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 27 


Wed. ..28 
| Thursday ...29 ) Wit list 

Friday a0 | 

Sat., July 1 

Monday 3... Sitting in chambers 
| Tuesday...... 4, 

Wednesday 65} 

Thursday ... 6 ) Wit list 

Friday es | 

Saturday ... 8 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 


same can be put in the paper to be so | 


heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk the day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. 


Lorp CHaycevior’s Court. 
Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
{ Mots (Stirling, J), adj sums 
{and gen pa 
(Mots (Kekewich, J) and 
’ 
Thurs., June 1...General paper 
Friday ...... 2) and gen pa 
Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


Saturday 4 \ and gen pa ——. un- 


: ) opposed pets for Keke- 
wich, J 
Monday .... 5.. Sitting in chambers 
a : } General paper 
Tier... $1 Mots, Kekewich, J) and 
aw 
Friday g § Mots (Stirling, J), adj sums 
’ “ (and gen pa 


Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 
and gen pa (including un- 
opposed pets for Keke- 


Saturday “— 
wich, J) 


Monday......12...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...13 ) 

Wed. 14 - General paper 

Thursday ...15! 

Friday ......16...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Seturday _ (Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


‘ ) and gen pa 

Mon. May...19...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 21 } General paper 

Thurs. 22 

23...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

\ Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 

(and gen pa 

Monday ....26...S8itting in chambers 

Tuesday ...27 

Wednesday 28 } General paper 

Thursday ...29 j 

Friday 30 _. adj sums, -—_ gen pa 
™ {Sht caus, pets, ad) sums, 

Sat., July 1 ) and gen pa ? 


Monday...... 3...8itting in chambers 
a a on. @ ) , 
Ved. 5 } General paper 
Thursday ... 6) 
Friday ...... 7...Motns, adj smns, & gen pa 
Saturday ... 8} Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


i and gen pa 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
ing minutes of the — judgment or 
order, must be left with the judge’s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to be 
put into the paper. 


Cuancery Covrt, IV. 
Me. Justice KEKEWICH. 

From Tuesday, May 30th, until Saturday, 
June 10th, both inclusive (but Monday, 
June 5th, excepted), Mr Justice Keke- 
wich will sit continuously for the trial of 
Witness Actions only. the fortnight 
commencing Legg July llth, and 
ending Saturday, July 22nd, during 
which Mr Justice Stirling will be sitting 
for the trial of Witness Actions, Mr Jus- 
tice Kekewich will take motions assigned 
to that judge on Thursdays, and un- 
opposed petitions assigned to that judge 
on Saturdays. 

If the state of the Non-Witness List per- 
mits the Witness List being taken at 
any time after Saturday, June 10th, due 
notice will be given. 


| Subject to the above special announcement 

arising out of the arrangement for the 
disporal of Witness Actions, the follow- 
ing will be the Order of Business accord- 
ing to the days of the week :— 


— for Chitty, J, and 
eral paper 
| Friday ......23 ffots and adj sums 
Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
posed pets 


{ Mots (Stirling, J) adj sums | 


Summonses in Chambers on Friday After- 
noons, Liverpool and Manchester Sum- 
monses being taken on alternate Fridays, 
commencing with Manchester Summonses 
on Friday, June 2nd. é 


siderations and Points of Law), and 
Adjourned Summonses. Z 
Friday—Motions and Non-Witness Actions 
or Adjourned Summonses. 
| N.B.—Friday, August 11th, will be the 
last day for which notice of motion can 
be given without special leave. Cuancery Covert, III. 
Mr. Justice ROMER, 
Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
only will be taken in the order in the 
Cause List on every day of the Sittings, 
from 30th May to 12th August, both in- 
clusive, 


Saturday—Short Causes, Petitions, and 
Non-Witness Actions or Adjourned Sum- 
monses. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business will be 
taken as follows :— 

Motions on days appointed for Motions. 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1893. 

Arpgat Court I.—Norticgs. 
| Queen’s Bench Interlocutory Appeals will be taken in Court I. on Tues- 
| day, May 30, and afterwards on every Monday in Trinity Sittings. 
| Queen’s Bench Final Appeals and New Trial Motions will be taken in 
| Court I. in alternate weeks during the Sittings. New Trial Motions will 
| be taken in Court I. on Wednesday, May 31, and following days in that 
| week. Final Appeals in the second week. 
| On Mondays and Fridays Final Appeals or New Trial Motions will be 
| taken if there are not enough Interlocutory or Bankruptcy Appeals for a 
| day’s Paper. 
| Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be taken in Court I. on — 
| specially appointed by the Court, notice of which will appear in the Daily 
| Cause List. 


Appgat Court II.—Noricgs. 

| N.B.—Interlocutory Appeals from the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
| Divisions will be taken in Court II. on Tuesday, May 30, and after- 
| wards on every Wednesday in Trinity Sittings. 

| _ If there are not one. Interlocutory Appeals for the first day, then 
| Final Appeals will be added. 

N.B.—Subject to Chancery Interlocuto: 
| Chancery Final Appeals will be taken every 
| notice. 

| N.B.—When the Interlocutory Appeals are not enough fora day’s Paper 


Appeals on Wednesdays, 
y in Court IT. until further 


Chancery Final Appeals will be added on Interlocutory days. 
Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts (if any) will be 
taken in Court II. on Thursday, June 1, on Thursday, July 6, and on 
| Thursday, August 3. 
| Spxcra, Norice.—In consequence of the limited state of the Appeal 
| List, the above general arrangement will be subject to modification by the 
| judges, of which due notice will appear in the Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 
| Callendar v Carlton Iron Co, ld applen of plt for judgt or new trial on 
app from verdict and judgt, dated April 14, at trial before the Lord 
Chief Justice and a special juy in Middlesex (c a v May 16—present 
| the Master of the Rolls and Lords Justices Lopes and A L Smith) 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1893. 

In re The Washington Diamond Mining Co, ld, and Co’s Acts appl of 
Liquidator from order of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated Jan 28, 
disallowing fees paid to unqualified directors Feb 14 (part heard April 
12—S O unfil present sittings for farther evidence as to Co’s liabilities) 

Divorce G Parkinson, Petnr, v Mary E Parkinson, Resp, and F P Cabot, 
Co-Resp app of petnr G Parkinson from judgt of Mr Justice Gorell 
Barnes, dated Feb 23, dismissing petn for dissolution of marriage and 
for leave to adduce further evidence March 9 

Worssam v Nelson app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
July 30, 1892, on originating sums for account and redemption of mort- 
gaged property April 7 

Duke of Getmubaiens v North-Eastern Ry Co app of deft Co from 
judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated June 2, 1892 April 13 

In re Eddystone Marine Insce Co, ld, & Co’s Acts app of J & H Green- 
away from judgt of Mr Justice Wright (sitting as an additional judge 
of the Chancery Division), dated March 7, placing appellants on con- 
tributory list April 25 

Mayor, &c, of Folkstone v Brooks app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 

right (sitting as an additional sales of the Chancery Division) dated 
March 28, declaring charge on property for paving rate April 26 

In re Robert Cox, dec, Cox v Po —- app of 8 Thorn & ors from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, da arch 4, on originating sums declaring 
liability of residuary estate to contribute towards payment of debts, &4 


April 27 

In re Morgan, dec, Morgan v Mo app of deft from order of Mr Jus- 
tice Stisling, dated April 25, on her consideration In re Morgan, dec, 
Morgan v Morgan app of plt from same order April 28 


Palmer v Storey p of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright (sitting 
as an copa alr bose ee pees oe —— 
declaring plt a r a partner capital provided subse- 
quent to a certain date April 28 
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FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS. 


For Hearing. 
Final List. 
1893. 


Battle v Anstruther app of dft from judgt of Lord Justice A L Smith, 
dated March 21, at trial without a jury in Middlesex h 25 

Tucker v Locke-King appl of plt from judgt of Lord Justice A L Smith, 
dated March 23, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Mazch 30 

Walker v Peirson app of dft from judgt of Mr. Justice Grantham, 
dated March 22, at trial without a jury in Middlesex April 8 

Chancery Action Soar v Ashwell app of plts from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Day (for Mr Justice Chitty), dated March 11, at trial without a jury at 
Nottingham April 10 

Lister & anr v Lane & anr appof plts from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated March 23, at trial without a jury in Middlesex (new trial asked 
for) April 14 

Campbell v Larkworthy app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, 
dated Jan 20, at trial without a jury in Middlesex April 20 

Malcolm & anr v Voigt app of pits from judgt of Mr Snstice Day, dated 
April 19, at trial without a jury in Middlesex April 20 

Mahoney v Lowenfeld app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, 
dated March 25, at trial with a jury at Liverpool (new trial not asked 
for) April 24 

Lyon v Goddard app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
April 25, at trial without a jury in Middlesex’ May 1 

The Orienta] Steamship Co, ld v Tylor and anr app of pits from judgt of 
Baron Pollock, dated April 19, at trial without a jury at Guildhall 
May 4 

Shaw v Thorpe app of plt from judgt of Justices Wills & Charles, dated 
April 25, at trial on special case stated without pleadings _ 6 

McLean v Roberts app of plt from judgt of Mr. Justice Day, dated May 
4, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 9 

Martin y Tomkinson (Q BCrowneide) app of deft from judgt of Justices 
Vaughan Williams and Bruce, dated May 4, setting aside judgt for deft 
in county court May 16 

Sangster v Netter (Q B Crown side) app of defts from judgt of Justices 
Vaughan Williams and Bruce, dated May 2, affirming judgt for plt in 
county court May 16 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Srrtines, 1893. 
Noricks RELATING TO THE CHANCERY CavsE List. 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days 
stated in the Trinity Sittings Paper, with the following exceptions, viz. :— 

Mr. Justice Currry—In consequence of Mr. Justice Chitty sitting for 
the disposal of his lordship’s own Witness List from Tuesday, June 13, 
until Saturday, June 24 (inclusive), his lordship’s Motions and Unopposed 
Petitions during that time will be taken by Mr. Justice North—that is 
to say, Motions on Thursday, June 15, and Thursday, June 22; Unop- 
posed Petitions on Saturday, June 17, and Saturday, June 24. 

Mr. Justice Norru—In consequence of Mr. Justice North sitting for the 
disposal of his lordship’s own Witness List from Tuesday, June 27, until 
Saturday, July 8 (inclusive), his lordship’s Motions and Unopposed Peti- 
tions during that time will be taken by Mr. Justice Chitty—that is to say, 
Motions on Thursday, June 29, and Thursday, July 6; Unopposed Peti- 
tions on Saturday, July 1, and Saturday, July 8. 

Mr. Justice Srrrtirc—In consequence of Mr. Justice Stirling sitting for 
the disposal of his lordship’s own Witness List, from Tueeday, July 11, 
until Saturday, July 22 (inclusive), his Lordship’s Motions and Unopposed 
Petitions during that time will be taken by Mr. Justice Kekewich—that 
is to say, Motions on Thursday, July 13, and Thursday, July 20; Un- 
opposed Petitions on Saturday, July 15, and Saturday, July 22. 

Mr. Justice Kexewrcu—In consequence of Mr. Justice Kekewich sitting 
for the disposal of his lordship’s own Witness List from ager May 30, 
until Saturday, June 10 (inclusive), his lordship’s Motions and Unopposed 
Petitions during that time will be taken by Mr. Justice Stirling—that is 
to say, Motions on Wednesday, May 31, and Thursday, June 8; Unop- 
posed Petitions on Saturday, June 3, and Saturday, June 10. 

Mr. Justice Kexewicu—Subject to the special arrangement for the dis- 
posal of Witness Actions, the order of business in Mr. Justice Kekewich’s 
Court will be as detailed on the Sittings Paper. If the state of the Non- 
Witness List permits his lordship’s own Witness List being taken at any 
_ after Saturday, June 10, due notice will be given on the Daily Cause 

ist. 

Mr. Justice Romer will take Witness Actions every day in the order as 
they stand in his lordship’s Cause Book. 

Mr. Justice Wright (sitting as an additional Judge of the Chancery 
Division) will dispose of the remainder of the transferred Chancery Actions 
standing for trial, subject to his lordship’s direction. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Justices Chitty, North, 
Stirling, and Kekewich will sit in Court the whole day on every Monday 
during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses Adjourned into Court will be taken (subject to the Wit- 
ness List) as follows:—Mr. Justice Chitty, with Non-Witness Actions, 
except Procedure Summonses, which (if — taken every Saturday ; 
Mr. Justice Stirling, with Non-Witness Actions. Mr. Justice North on 


Fridays and Saturdays. Mr. Justice Kekewich on Fridays and Saturdays, 
and also on other days as the Judges may direct. 


Spectat Notice wrtn Rererunce to tus Cuanceny Wrrness Lists. 
During the sent Si there will be no Selected Witness List. 
Each Judge sit for the of his own Witness List as follows :— 
Mr. Justice Kekewich will on Tuesday, the 30th May, and sit 
continuously (Monday, the 5th June, excepted) until Saturday, the 10th 


June. 

Mr. Justice Chitty will on Tuesday, the 13th June, and sit con- 
tinuously (Monday, the 19th June, excepted) until Saturday, the 24th 
June. 

Similarly Mr Justice North will take his Witness List for the ensuing” 
fortnight, ending Saturday, the 8th July. 

Mr. Justice Stirling take his Witness List for the next fortnight, 
ending July the 22nd. 

If the state of the Lists will permit the Witness List being taken at 
other times, due notice will be given. 

During the fortnight when a judge is on his Witness List, 
Motions in Causes or Matters assigned to him (including Ex parte Motions, 
but not including Motions relating to the postponement of the Trial or 
Hearing of any Cause or Matter in his lordship’s List), and also Unopposed 
e- som assigned to him, will be heard by one of his colleagues as 
‘ollows : — 

Those assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty will be heard by Mr. Justice North. 
Those assigned to Mr. Justice North will be heard by Mr. Justice Chiity. 
Those assigned to Mr. Justice Stirling will be heard by Mr. Justice 
Kekewich. 

Those assigned to Mr. Justice Kekewich will be heard by Mr. Justice 
Stirling. 

Before Mr. Justice Currry. Before Mr. Justice Norru. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). Causes for trial (with witnesses). 
Seward v Vivian act | Pearce v Wilkie act 

Sovereign Life Assurance Co v | Cook v St James’s and Pall Mall & 
E:rdiey-Wilmot act Co, ld act 

Singer Mufctrng Cov Spence act |Inre Tidd Tidd v Overell act 

In re Head, dec Gibson v Head ‘Urawley v Hill act 

act & mf j Reddish v Green act 

Combe v Danube Collieries and | Brown vy Cave act 

Minerals Cold act & m fj | Mayor &c of Bradford v Pickles act 
The Solicitors’ Government Stock | Shrewsbury v Bapty act 

Investment Trust, ld v Rush- | George v Gwynne & Co act 

worth act (transfd from Q. B. | Silverlock v Newsum act 

Division) | Tinker v Rodwell act 
Attorney-General v Marsden act (|In re Tucker Tucker v Tucker 
In re Seymour, dec Seymour v__ act 

Seymour act Clothworkers Co v Humphreys act 
In re Bravo, dec Gill v Carvalho | Beste v Beste act 

act In re Webb Lambert v Still act 
In re Barker, dec Fox v Barker | Homer v Barker act 

act |In re Squire Squire v Lankester 
Piechatzek v Morris act | act 
Jordeson v Burstall act | Hadida v Fordham & Sons _ act 
Annandale v Sunderland, &c, Build- Pullen v Isaacs act & mf j 

ing Society act & mf j | Carter’s Medicine Co v Knight act 
Nicol vy Myers act | In re Suddaby, Fox v Suddaby act 
Gower v Phillips act Newport; &mf j 

(Mon) D.R. | Walford v Rose act 
Williamson v Bingham act&mfj|Webbv Beeman act 
Whitten v Priestman act Storrs v Smith act Letter of Yre- 
Carter’s Medicine Cov W Graham; quest to examine A Storrs issued 


Cox act by order May 3, 1893 
Harward v Chovil act Automatic Weighing Machine Co ld 
Lord Gerard v [iverpool, St Helens | vFearly act 


&c Railway Co act Battishill vy Tozer act & m fj 
In re Schwerdt’s Patent No 19,510 | Ralph v Cook act 
of 1891 Petition for revocation of | Tennent v Osmond act 


Patent In re Freeman, an Infant Adjd 
Cradock v Scottish Provident Insti- sumns 
tution act Wells v Wilkinson act 


Chilworth Gunpowder Co ld v Man- | Benno, Jaffe, & v J Richardson & 
chester Ship Canal Co act Co act 

In re the Salvador Coffee E-tates Co | Bray v White act 
ld and Co’s Acts Expte Wethered, | Pryor v Petre act 





motion for rectification of register, | Hall v Hall act 
with liberty to cross-examine and 
adduce further evidence by order | Point of Law. 


In re Reece, dec Cosway v Reece Clothworkers Co v Humphreys point 
act set down by order of law set down by order 28 2.93 

Callow v Stephenson act 

Cooke v Catterall act & mf j Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

Elmore v Braithwaite act Burney v Schmidt act 

In re Reynolds’ Patent No. 20,770 | Neame v Dowling mtn judg pt hd 
A.D. 1891 Petition by J B/! Staple v Staple mtn judgt 
Hannam for revocation of Patent | In re Cavander, Gregory v Lane 
with witnesses by order | mfj 

Meager v Francis act | Lord Ashburton v Flint mf j 

Western and General Development | Pratt vy Pratt m fj 
Syndicate ld y Mexican Explora- | In re Turney & Sons trade mark No 
tionsld act 161,776 and Patents, Designs, &c, 

Mallman & Oo v Buenos Ayres| Act motion oidered to go into 
Water, & Co act non-witness list 

Homfray v Pontypridd, & Ry Co | Pearson v The Market Harborough, 


act &c, Local Board mfj 
Norledge v Colton act 
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Before Mr. Justice Srrrirne. | Williams v Jones act | 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). [In re Bankes Anderron v Law HIGH OOURT OF JUSTICE. 
“Ge v ‘see act pt hd| Guarantee & Trust Assceld m& | QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
une | adjd claim Ss i wd e 
Bradley v Humphrey act | Aspinall v Aspinall’s Enamel, Id | Tonnes Woe, SNS. 


Tremoille v Christie act restored | act 


Mateabeleland Co, ld v British South | C de Murietta & Co, ld, v Inter- 


Africa Co act — 
Holdsworth v Eylert act (Michael- Before Mr Justice VavGuan 
mas Sittings) WILLtAMs. 


Provident Permanent Building So- | (Sitting as an additional Judge of 


ciety v Prior act Chancery Division.) 

Whittington Life Assurance Society Companies (winding up). 
v Sanderson act Actions for trial. 

In re W Beckett, dec Pauling v | Ellis v Ranken Ellis & Co, ld 
Hart act 


Vallance vy Frape act (Michaelmas Motions. 


Sittings) | In re Orange Blossoms, ld, expte 
In re Browne, Britchart ¥ Browne| the Board of Trade 
act .|In re Seamless Hosiery Co, ld, 


Graham v Smith act 

Mandleberg & Co, ld, v Morley act 

Nobels Explosives Co, Id, v Ander- 
son act Not before July 1 

Robinson v Heygate act 

Hassall v Nicholls act 

Sketchley v Berger act 

S Allsopp & Sons, ld, v Mayor, &c, 


expte the Board of Trade 
Petitions. 


J J Abell) 
The came (petition of A Dean) 


petition of Electrical Co 1d) 


of Burton-on-Trent act Not be- | Palace Theatre ld (petition of L & 


fore July 7 
Weir v Dodds act 
Palmer v Hilson act 
Holland v Smith act 
Chappell & Co v King act SO & ors 
until return of Commission 
Bartholomew v D'Enison act 


H Nathan) 


(petition of J Fry 


E Mann) 


Brunner, Mond & Cold v Winning- | Woodhouse & Rawion United 1d 
(petn of W T Henley’s Telegraph 


ton Salt Cold act 

In re Wratislaw 
Savage act 

Adams v J Rotheroe & Co act of H D Livingstone) 

Strettons Derby Brewery 1d v! Queensland National Bank ld (pein 
Mayor, &c, of Derby act of R B B Clayton) 

Coussens v White act — 

Seddon v Bateman act Before Mr. Justice Romer 

Newsom v Newsom act Causes ior ivial (with witnesses). 

Cotton v Cornish Bank 1d act Contract Loan and Trust Corpn, Id 

Denman v Kemeys Tynte act | vJosy Metallachrome, &c, Co, ld, 

Nye v Hughes act } act 

Merideth v Wilson act set down! Cameron v Whitehead act 
without pledgs by order (27 June) | Indust] Assocn of Gt Britain, ld, v 

Lewis v Davies act Lon, Edin & Glasgow Assurance 

Poulton vy Smith act | _ Co, ld act (Not before 31 May) 

Myers v Gardner act Dalley v Holt act (Michaelmas 

Vitoria v De Murrieta act Sittings) 

Mootham v London Assce Corpora- | 
tion act &m fj | Transferred by Order dated 20 

— January, 1893. 
Before Mr. Justice Kexewrcn. | In re Bussey Bussey v Bussey act 
Causes for trial (with witnesses) (not before 1 June) 

Managers of Metropolitan Asyluras | British North American Investment 
District v Vestry of Fulham Parish | Co, 1d, vCameron Freehold Land 
act and Investment Co, ld act & 

Meakin v Richardson act mfj (1 June) 

Edinburgh Life Assce Co v Bod- | Isaac v Elliott, Elliott v Isaac act 
dam act (not before 18 April) 

Plews v Quinn act | Kenny v McCarthy act & mf j 


Wralislaw y Works Co ld 


In re Macdougall Macdougall v| (13 June 

Macdougall act | Burton v West act (Not before 
De Campbell v Hamlyn act&mfj| June 5) 
Rooke v Lopez act "| Pryce Jones v White Lead Co, ld 
Foster v Fraser act act (not before 12 June) 


In re Blakeley Blakeley v Blake- | Shackleford vy Same Co,ld act (Not 
ley act before 12 June 
Rastrick vy Southrea Steam Biscuit | Dean v Mayor, &c, of Blackpool 


Co, 1d act act (Not beforel June) 
Pole v Herbert act | In re Lane & Taunton’s Patent, 
Haigh v Harlech Dist Hway Board 12371, A D 1886, and Vatents, 
act | &c, Act Petition entered in Wits 
Smith v Vincent act | List by order (Not before 17 
Cartland v O’Kell act | June) 


Bunting v Hicks act | Thomas v David act 

Cartwright v Sayers act transfd| In re Galloway, Galloway v Gallo- 
from Q B Div way act (Not before 30 June) 

Custance v Wilkinson act 

Clements v Birmingham Art Metal | Transferred by Order dated 10 
Co act March, 1893. 

George vGreener act 

Boneer v Bull act 

Edwards v Twilley act & mf j 

Blackman v Wood act 

Holloway v Winch act 

Roberts vy Churchman act 


act (Michaelmas Sittings) 
Nasmyth v Murdoch act 
| Sutherland vSutherland act (Not 
before 5 June) 
Day v Longhurst act & adj sums 


Queensland National Bank 1d (petn 


stighton Alhambra Id (petition of 
Electrical Supplies & Fittings Co ld 
Standard Bank of Australia ld 


F White ld petition of J W Petty 


W Flatau & Sons ld (petition of T 


SprocraL Paper. 
For Argument. 


|The Wimbledon & Putney Commons Conservators v Nicol part heard 
| April 19, 1893, before Mr. Justice Wills and Mr. Justice Charles (S 0 
until after trial of action) points of law 





Oprosep Mortons. 
For Judgment. 
The Wardens, &c. of Cholmeley’s School, Highgate v Sewell & ors 


For Argument. 

Pollock v Sharpe part heard Jan 25, 1893, before Mr Justice Day and 
Mr Justice Collins 

In re R G Thompson, gent Expte Baylis (taxation) referred to District 
Registrar to report 

Parker v James (S O June 12) 

In re An Arbtrn between the Swansea Harbour Trustees & the Gt Western 
Ry Co (8 O June 10) 

In re An Arbtrn between the London County Council & the London Street 
Tramways Co (S O June 17) 

In re An Arbtrn between Same and Same (S O June 17) 

Herbert v Maple 

Little & ors v Kent 

The Hawkins Hill Consolidated Gold Mining Co v Want, Jobnson, & Co 

Brown v Wilson 

Same v Same 

Rowland v Berriman & anr 

The Fourth City Mutual Benefit Bldg Soc v Richardson & ors 

Gonzalez, Byass & Co v Palmer 

In re an Arbtn between Moser and The Security Co, ld 

Sequah, ld, v Danziger 

Davis v Lovell 

In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

Gorsse v Webb 

Hood-Barrs v Cathcart 

Brawn v Westwood & anr 

Wyatt v King 

Richardson v Mahon & anr 

Flew v Smith 

Musgrave v Wallis & anr 

(The whole of the above lists to be continued.) 





| 


Waknina To inrenpine House Puncnasers & Lessres.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &c.—[Apvvr.] 


STAMMERERS of all ages successfully treated. Boys while being cured thoroughly 
Educated and Prepared for Examinations by a University Tutor.—Ap ly Mr. B. Beasiey 
(who cured himself), Brampton-park, Huntingdon, or ‘‘ Sherwood,’ Willesden-lane, 
Brondesbury, London. ‘‘Stammering: Its Treatment,” post-free, 13 stamps.—[Apvr. } 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, May 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwitep 1s CHancery. 
Auuance Stock Excuance, Linrreo—Petn for winding up, presented May 19, directed t» 
be heard on June 7. Spyer & Sons, 53, Naw Broad st, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June6 
Exeter Ixvestment Teavust, Linirep—Peta for winding up, presented April 24, and directed 
to be heard on May 17, was adjourned until June 7. Taylor & Co, 23, Great James 
st, Bedford row, solors for petner. Notice of appzaring must reach the abovenamed not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 6 F 
MERCANTILE Finance Tausrexs AND AGency Co oy AustratiA, Limrreo—Peta for wind- 
ing up, presented May 17, directed to be heard on June 7. Burchell & Co, 5, Sanctuary, 
Westminster, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 6 > 
Roya Bask or QueeNstanp, Limrreo—Petn for winding up, presented May 21, directed 
to be heard on June 7. Wilkins & Co, 112, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of June 6 : 
J E Wayyer, Lunrrep —Creditors are required, on or before June 21, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Trayton Pagden Child, 42, 
Poultry. Reader & Co, 7, Ely pl, Holborn. « lors for liquidator 5 
Westwoop, Baru, & Co, Linrrep—Pet tf»: winding up, presented May 18, directed to 
be heard on Wednesday, June7. WH Martin & Co, 15, King st, Cheapside, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of June 6 
Usiimitep ix CHAancery, 
CoumerctaL Bayxkine Co ov Sypvey—Petn for winding up, presented May 16, directed to 
be heard on Wednesday, June 7. Linklater & Co, 2, Bond ct, Walbrook. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June6 
County Pavatine or LANCASTER. 
Liwitep 1x Cuancery. 





| Liverroon Syxpicare, Loirreo—By an order made by the court, dated May 15, it was 


Setterwall v Dorman, Brown, & Co | 


ordered that the voluntary winding up of the Co be continued. And it was ordered that 
Edward Darbyshire, George Hay Stuart, and Walter Thomas Kean, the liquidators, be 
removed, and that it be referred to the registrar to appoint two proper persons. Killey, 
Liverpool, solor for petners 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limtrep 1x CHANCERY. 
Licuruovuse, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their d-bts or claims, to William G Blakemore, 21, 
Cok man st. Vernon & Co, Coleman st, solors for liquidator 
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Coat, Coxz, axp Iron Co, Lunmtzep—Petn f May 24 
MipiayD sy 4 or wiptiing S0, 4 up, presented . 
not later than 6 o’clock in 


direc’ on June 7. Fereday, 9, Old B: 
of appearing must reach the abovepam 
June 


Mrivtanp Coat, Coxe, anv Irox Co, Liurtep—Petn for Tancolae 


directed to ie hea: on June 7. Robinson & Co, 35, 


Hollinshead & 


for peter. 
the afternoon of June 6 


Rocupate Secutar Hawt Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 8, to 
eir debts * nm pada Peter 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
Ashton, 24, Freehold st, Rochdale. 


heard on June 7. 
Uscimirep in CHancery. 


Ruyi District WATER Co—Creditors are required to send in the particulars of their claims 
John Bayliss, Rhyl District Water Offices, Paradise st, Rhyl 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


on or before July 15. 


AwmicaBLe Faienpiy Society, Adderbury, Oxford. May 24 


BrewincuamM Benerit Society, Bishop Bonner, Bonner st, Green st. Ma’ 
Eversnort anv District Co-orERATIVE Society, Liurrep, Evershot, 
Operative Justice MANCHESTER AND Satrorp Burtat ‘Socrery, 2038, Oldham rd, Man- , 


chester. May 23 


Susrenpep ror Taree Monrus. 


CLeveLanp Sick Beyerit Soctety, Ship Inn, Marske by the Sea, York. May 24 
tion st. st, Manchester. May 24 


EquiTaBLe Provivent 81ck AND Bu RIAL Society, 29, Co 


Evan AB Bevan Lopaz, I O True Iv en, St David's nity 


to Town Inn, Neath, Glamorgan. May 


Puaxrx Lopcr or ANCIENT asdaank . Ree Society, New Bull Inn, Kirkham, 


Lancaster. May 25 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aanox, Atrrep Gasriet, Aldersgate st, Umbrella Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

ALLEN, Hexny, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer North- 
ampton Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Banks, — Wigan, Esq Wigan Pet May 5 Ord 
May 2: 


Curry, : Tuomas, Lyndhurst rd, ss Grocer 
h Court Pet May ‘20 Ord May 

Dovoas, Ke1tn Keitn, Chester, ta Ba Agent Ches- 
ter Pet May 12 Ord May 24 

Drury, CHARLES Ricnarpsox, Broadway, Worcs, Hotel 
Proprietor Worcester Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Evans, Joux, Mumbles, nr Swansea, Chemist Swansea 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Goopuirr, Harry, Springfield, Essex, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Chelmsford Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Gunsox, Pearson, Wainfleet All Saints, Lincs, Grocer 
Boston Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Hunt, Herpenr, late of oe. Essex, Grocer Col- 
chester Pet May1 Ord May 

Ixcu, James, Fenchurch ‘ Colonial Agent High Court 
Pet May 24 Ord May 2 


Nettieton, Gzorce Jou, Nitin Tobacconist Can- 
terbury Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Parmer, ¥ A, Bromsgrove, Worcs, Butcher Worcester 
Pet May 15 Ord May 24 


Ponp, Cuar.er, Albany crt F ee Piceadilly High Court 
Pet April 25 Ord May 24 

Powe, Lewis, Treharris, Glam, Greengrocer Merthyr 

Tydfil Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Purser, Witt1AmM Tuomas, Northampton, House Decorator 
Northampton Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Ras, Frank, late Coldharbour Jane, embed, late 
Beerhouse Keeper High Court Pet May 8 Ord 


May 24 

Ricnarpsox, Lovisa Bearrice, Ashford, Kent, Baker 
Canterbury Pet my 23 Ord May 23 

Seacsy, Joun Wriont, Berwick st, Oxford st, Contractor 
High Court ._ Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Saurrn, Watson, New Broad st, Accountant High Court 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Warkins, Bensamix, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Merthyr 


Tydfil Pet May 23 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ord May 23 


_———. Isaac, Basinghall st Junel2at2.30 Bank- Witirams, Saran Exizaperu, Cecile 


bidgs, Carey st 
ame wy bors ny Stamford, Tailor 
Courts, New rd, Peterborough 


June 14 at 12 


Ayimuen, J EF, Bishopsg: atert Junel2at12 Bankruptcy | 


bldgs, Carey st 

Bauer, Ex1za, Chatsworth rd, Forest lane, Stratford, Baker | 
June 6 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Buiack, Joux, Newcastle st, Strand, Exhibition Promoter 
June 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy b'dgs, Carey st 


Biake, Wiiuram, Blackawton, Devon, Farmer June 6| 
atil 10, Athenzeum st, Pl ymouth 

Bonacina, Lopovico, Fenchurch avenue, Merchast June 5 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Boston, Tuomas, Milk st, 


Cheapside, Manufacturer's 

Agent JuneSati1l Bankrupte bldgs, Carey st 

Coompes, Cuanies, Sturminster dows Dorset, Boot 
Maker June3ati Off Rec, Salisbury 

Crossxry, Exnest, Leadenhall st, Solicitor 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Denyett, James Frip, and Anprew Cuiirronp Dennett, 
Hill st, Upper C lapton, Fancy Stationers June 5 at 1 
Bankrupte Agi Carey st 

—_-~ A Upper Thames st June 6 at 1 Bank- 

ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ev a FirzwittiamM Ricnwonp Avevusrvus, Birmingham, 
Surgeon June6éatil 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Friston, Witu1am Srivx, Rattlesden, a. Farmer 
June 6 at 3.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, wich 

ema Manufac- 
23, ‘Colmore row, "Birmingham 


June 6 at 2.30 


Gamu.e, Huwny (sep estate), Handsworth, 8 
turer 


June 7 at il 


Moody, Tunstall, petners’ solors. Notice of 
Robinson & Co not later than 6 0 ’clock in the afternoon of inding 6 
Miptanp Coat, Coxs, anv Iron Co, Lamrrep—Petn for winding 
directed to be heard on Wednesday, June7, J H P Chitty, %, Ly eee og ry st, solor 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not 6 


Calvert, Rochdale, aden’ for into 
Voucanic Agratios Co, Limrrgp—Petn for winding up, resented y 15, directed to, be 
Wrensted & Sharp, Finsbury sq, solors for petner 


| Gee, Jouy, 





Law | 





Notice 
afternoon of 


, presented May 24, 
in fields, its for 
R.-y 


o’clock in 


v ling, J 
Hees, Tecling, Chitty, J, 
La vy 

KELAND, Henry, 

J. Behrend: 
Leno, Grorar, Winston, 

Durham. 





iy 24 
Dorset. May 24 Manchester and 


. Orrell, 


Sevvox, Tuomas Hawkapean, 
Coun’ 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, May 9. 
Luxp, Ricuann, Blackley, tir Manchester, Farmer. June 6. England v Lund, Registrar 
Manchester. Jones, Southport 


London Gazette.—Faivay, May 12. 


Freevixe, Faaxcis Heyy, St Heliers, sane Postmaster. — 12. Shirer and Haddon 
Free! if Bon Brasseur, Ni 


ew ct, Lincoln’s 
dill” ‘June 3. Upton v Higham, Stirling, J. 


Honiton, Devon. May 25. Philp v Lakeland, Kekewich, 
Farmer. _, Jane 3. Tarn v Emmerson, Registrar, 


‘olmes, Barnard 
Paar, Groror Ghigo, Grea June 12. National Bank of Wales, Lim v 
Page, Chi 


London Gazette.—Faipay, May 19. 
Westhoughton, 
‘Bank, 


, Cotton ey June 19, 
Seddon v Seddon, Registrar, 


: 


Limited v Seddon; 


London Gazette. ee pvenidee | 23. 


Friendly Society, Welcome 








Collyweston, Northam shire, Publican 
June 14 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Grorce, Ricnarp CampsEtt, Carmarthen, Clothier June 
Satil Off Rev, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Goopcuitp, James, 8t Albans, Plumber June 5at3 Off, 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbira, Temple avenue 

GreeNwoop, Surcuirrs, Todmorden, Yorks, ny ag 
June 7 at 3.30 Exchange — Nicholas st, B 

Heyset, Ferpinaxp, Seething lane, Commission Merchant 
June 6 at 12 ene bldgs, Carey st 

Humepy, James, High st, Shoreditch, Millowner June 2 
12 Bankruptcy bi orks 

Jounxson, Taomas, Romola rd oy Hill, Gent June 2 


atl Bankruptcy bh 
Lewis, Witii1aM ( joe, He eStiiod” even Farmer June 2 


at1215 An 

McSueey, = ae 1) ote "Shipping Cle Clerk June 
8 at 11 ff Rec, 15, Osborne Grimsby 

MILLER, Tend Any, Market Harborough, Buteher June 
5at3 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Morais, Maung, Eigin avenue, Maida Vale, Widow June 


5at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Payne, GrorcE, ington, Warwickshire, Plumber 
June 7 at 2.30 23, Colmore row, Birmi 

Rag, James, Tynemouth, Board of Trade Surveyor June5 
at 11.30 Off Ree, Pink lane, Newcastle on 

Reysoitps, Ivannoz Heywoop, and Heyer Gamate, 


Birmingham, Manufacturers June 7 at 11 23, Col- 
more row, Birmingham 

Reyyotps, Ivannoz Heywoop ay Estate), King’s 
Heath, Wores, Manufacturer June 7 at 11 23, Col- 
more row, Birmingham 

Rosiyson, Anrour Freperick, Halstead, Essex, Auctioneer 
June 9 at 11.30 To 1, Colchester 

Rytayxps, Dan, Rylands Main Colliery, nr Barnsley, 
Colliery oe June 5 at 3 Law Society, Bank 
st, Sheffield 

SPRATLEY, Joun, Luton, Beds, Tent Proprietor June 5 at 
11 Red Lion Hotel, Luton 

Taytor, James, Freckleton, nr nae Platelayer June 9 
at3 Off Rec. 4, in mg ton 

Turyer, Joux, Barnsta oe Merchant June 6 at 11 

King’s Arms Hotel, High st, Barnstaple 

Westiakt, James, 8t Dunstan’s rd, Bow Common lane, 
— Refiner June 2 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
8 

Wuire, Cuar.ies, West Smethwick, Staffs, 
Baker June i6at2 County Court, West Bromwich 


Joun 


Witians, Hoon, late of Edgeley, Cheshire, Civil Engineer 


June 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldg, Carey st 
Park, Crouch End, 
Spinster June 2at230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Wits, James, Wrigwell, Ipplepen, Devon, Gardener June 2 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, ford circus, Exeter 
Wisox, Henry Dixoy, Gateshead, Commission Agent 
JuneSat12 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


| Arrcursox, Rosert Jouyx, Heaton Junction, Newcastle on 
Tyne, Coal Merchant Newcastleon Tyne Pet May 9 
Ord May 20 

Brake, Wits, late of Blackawton, Davee, Farmer 
East Stonehouse Pet May 18 Ord May 24 

BLEAKMAN, ay amg CHARLES, Sane Grocer Wor- 
cester Pet May 18 Ord May 23 

CaRTLIDGE, = Longton, Staffs, Builder Longton 
Pet May15 Ord May 24 

Caampness, Av “y's s, Brighton, Sussex, Provision Dealer 
Brighton Pet Ma ss "Ord May 23 

Corts, Samve., Revenue Officer Leeds 

ril 13 Ord May — 

ILLIAM Pert patering, Baker Northamp- 

et May 18 aor 0 

Epuownvs, Georce Wiiian, late Cake Cross rd, as 
Lice .¥ Victualler High Court Mar 21 


May 
Evaxs, Seer, Cwmavon, Glam, Boot Dealer Neath Pet | 
May 20 Ord May 20 
Farquuanson, Eowarp Groner, Naval and yy Club. 
coadilly, Gent High Court Pet Mar 2i Ord 


Darey, 


May 20 


Hive, Tuomas, East 0; ¥ ‘Wootton Sain’ 
Garrett v Garrett, i A Wee Ry pg =: 
Jones, Ricnarp FrepeRick, Gentleman. J 
J Bristol 








thampton, Farmer. June 15. 
Pritchard v Emett, Kekewich, 


Martix, Sipxey Trice, Broomwood ot Wandsworth Common, out of business. June 23. 
Kendal Milne & Co v Martin, Registra 


1, Mancheste>. Jones, Manchester 


Ger, Joux, Cteyeden, Ni .-) 7m Publican 


Pet May 20 Ord 

Gitrmn, Henry, gut 4a Wholessle J Jeweller UBir- 
mi Pet May 19 Ord Ma 

Guysox, Peansoy, Wainfleet All “ints, Lines, Grocer 
Boston Pet May 20 Ord Ma: = 

Gurreriver, Rictarp ee rook st, Seeveast 8q, 

Court Pet Mar ii Ord May 2 
ames, Fenchurch * Colonial 


Inca, Agent High Court 
K oe Oey - aoe, + ee we tting Hill 
RENE, CHARLES po pont res, Nottin; 

retired Covomner of one M Prisons igh Court 
Pet April 10 Ord 

Kise, Euma Extey, Wi , Bournemouth, late Corn 
Merchant Poole Pet A) is os Ma: 

aterloovill Hants, Baker 


Layotry, Atsert Sis, 
Portsmouth Pet May 15 Ord May 2 
LARDNER, er Joseru, Pleasant grove, York rd, ‘s 
orthern Tallow Melting Co ‘High Court 
L Amt ‘rd May 1 ta Bi a Confecti 
EES, JOSEPH, irm m, joner 
Birmingham Pet “Pot May 10, ¢ 19 


Nawsoy, at, Gt Winchester st, Belicitor High Court 
Pet A Ord ag, tw 

Newroyx, ae ) ama ictoria st High Court Pet Feb 
17 Ord May 19 


Ossorye, Aurrep Joux, and Atezer Granam, late 
Victoria st High Court Pet Mar2 Ord May 19 
Payne, Georce, Erdington, hse ay ae Plumber Bir- 
mingham Pet 19 Ord May 

Potrer, Watter, Cold Harbour oa) Brixton, Egg M 
chant High Court eo, ‘Ord May'2) 

Pows.t, Lewis, Treharris, Glam, Greengrocer Merthyr 

'y Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Purser, Witt1am Tuomas, aera Se House Decorator 
wg EH Pet aS 0; af 

Rag. J, Sane rade Surveyor 


ewe Pet as s Ont May 18 
Roperts, Cu aan mati eta Me Hull, - emia 
Kingston upoa Hi 
Scuuitrex, Pavt. Walpo 
h Court Pet Jan 1 > rae 
sna, od Weert Berwick ag — st, Contractor 


Sara, re Aware iy Wattod, He Hote, , St Albans 
Pet May 19 Ord Ma: 
Sourn, Eaxest H, 3, Copthall “chmbre, Stock Broker High 
Pet Mar 17 ~—™ 
Sreeve, Roserr, Tite Hat uafacturer Leeds Pet 
May 20 Ord May 20 
Tivy nt JoxatTuax, Horsham, fame, Colt Breaker, 
Brighton Pet May 16 Ord Ma 
» Hab Beer 


Wunaiaee, Seeers Epwa —_ 
Blackburn Pet May 19 ~ 19 
Waris, Bexsamix, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet May 23 Ord 
Wens, Eowarp, A ; om Tobacsonist Oxford 
reigwal .» Devon, Gardener 
Ord y 19 


yi9 Ord 
Wir ae Ss Janes, 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Winpsor, Witttam Tessiuonp, Choriton on Medlock, 
Cloth Salesman Manchester Adjud Aug 7, 1801 Ann 
May 16 
London Gazetie—Turspay, May 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLcHunca, Wussse ee Paar a Grocer Bir- 


| A Cocona J lord, late 

NDREWS, — nation Hungerford, Berks, 

| aepet y 3 Furonnit Stale Former Stafford 
Sie Plumber Y 


pres. owas, ¥ ok Pet May 25 
| Arxins, Jouy, Stator, formerly Farmer Stafford Pet 
2 Ord 
Breer ee, ar K Devon, Boot- 
Maker East Stonehouse Pet May 25 
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Burcuam, Jouw Wittiam, Leicester, Coal Merchant Lei- 
cester Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Butt, Tuomas, low, Worcs, Farmer Worcester Pet 
ay 27 Ord May 27 
Cuartetox, W T, West Woodburn, Northumbrld, Farmer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Mayll Ord May 2° 
Cuartrres, Epwarp, Gresham st, Eating House Keeper 
High Court Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Cooke, Joz, Sheffield, Fish Dealer Sheffield Pet May 25 
Ord May 25 
Coomss, Tuomas Patrex, Anerley, Surrey, Stationer 
Croydon Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
‘omptox, Hewry, Nydd, Yorks, lave Butler York Pet 
y Ord May 27 
Crace, Harry, Gosport, Tobacconist Portsmouth Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 
Crick, Jonx, Aberkenfig, Glam, Tailor Cardiff Pet May 
25 Ord May 25 


Cromw&11, Exizanetu, Sheffield, — Hall Proprietress 
Sheffield Pet May 25 Ord May 2! 

Deacon, Witrram Carrer, Newbury, Berks, Saddler 
Newbury Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Feu, James, Norwich, Butcher Norwich Pet May 26 
Ord Ma 


26 

Giperns, 5 pina Burt, Mark lane, Chemical Merchant 
High Court Pet May5 Ord May 20 

Grover, Wiii14m, Leicester, Machinist Leicester Pet 
May 26 Ord May 26 

Harorxe, Harry Brerraxp, Sutherland st, Pimlico, 
formerly Licensed V. ictualler High Court Pet May 26 
Ord May 26 

Heyxpizy, Marx, Wolverhampton, Clothier 
hampton Pet May 24 Ord May 25 

Haywoopv, Harvey Grorce, Bridge rd, Hammersmith, 
Builder High Court Pet April12 Ord May 26 

Heyeats, Wiru1am Harris, Cosham, Hants, Surgeon 
Portsmouth Pet May8 Ord May 25 

Jarnmayx, Jonn James, Fareham, Hants, General House 
Furnisher Portsmouth Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Lewis, Lenvet, Llantwit Fardre,Glam, Innkeeper Ponty- 
pridd Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Licoins, Harry, Nuneaton, a Baker Coven- 

Pet May 25 Ord May 


Wolver- 


Soin deme Rosert, Norwich, Coal Merchant Norwich | 
Pet 


t May 26 Ord May 26 


Lows, Witu1am, Kingswinford, Staffs, Working Moulder | 
Stour 


bridge Pet May 18 Ord May 19 


Macuit1, Jony, Batley Carr, Yorks, Rag Merchant | 


Dewsbury Pet May 17 Ord May 20 
Martix, Jonn Ricwarp, Chailey, nr Lewes, Sussex, Baker 
Lewes Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
McDoveart, ALLAN, Liverpool, late Team Owner 
May 27 Ord May 27 
Mereivizitp, Joux, Burnley, formerly Grocer Burnley 
May 27 Ord May 27 
Pawsoy, Joux, Batley, Yorks, Oil Extractor Dewsbury 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 
Pow1s, James, Newport, Mon, rates Newport, 
Mon Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Rosixsox, Apranam, St Mark *4, Dalston High Court 
Pet April 8 Ord May 24 
—— Bex, Armley, nr Leeds, Boot Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Rosensreix, Puitir, Leeds, Sponge Dealer Leeds Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 


Liver- 


Satmon, Ricwarp Jonny, a gar Green, Norfolk, Publi- | 


can Norwich Pet May 2 Ord May 27 
eee Wiuuam Hevyry James, Reading, Builder's 
Manager Reading Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Sxow, Wii1iam Crement Wuire, Felixstowe, Suffolk, 
Medical Practitioner Ipswich Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Sureuirvre, Harrison, Whitwood Mere, Castleford, Yorks, 
er Wakefield Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Terry, Epwarp, Pall Mall, Architect High Court Pet 
April 20 Ord May 25 
Tnomupsox, Tuomas, Angel court, Throgmorton st, Stock 
Dealer High Court Pet April 29 Ord May 25 
Turovp, Josern Laycock, Bilsden, Yorks, ‘Assistant Green- 
Bradford Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Verviers, Gustave, late Stamford st, Music Hall Artiste 
High Court Pet April27 Ord May 


25 
Wuirtixe, Roser, Bishopston, Horfield, Glos, Plasterer | 


Bristol Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Waicnt, Joun Haney, Peterborough, Carter Peterborough 
May 27 Ord May 27 
FIRST MEETINGS, 
Aanox, ALrrep Gavrizt, Aldersgate st, Umbrella Manu- 
facturer June 12at11 Bankcuptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Grirritnus, Witt1am, Neath, Glam, Grocer 


| Ancuer, Frev, Chertsey, Surrey, Saddler June 7 at 11.20, AnwisHaw Foe, 
ford Pet May 25 Ord 


24, Railway approach, Lon on Bri 


om. Staffs] Farmer Staf. 
y 25 


| Armenuny, Tuomas, York, Plumber » 8 at 2.30 Off Acaim, oes Melford. formerly Farmer Stafford Pet 


Rec, 


rd May 24 


or’ 
| Arxiys, Jonny, Stafford, formerly Farmer June 8 at 11.30 | Burt, Taowas, ae Wores, Farmer Worcester Pet © 


St Martin’s Place, Stafford 


care 


Bayxs, Huon, Winstanley Hall, nr Wigan, Esq June | Cee, eet ydd, Yorks, late Butler York Pet | 
27 


at 10.45 Court house, King st, Wigan 
| Brows, Wiiuram, Liverpool, Furniture Polisher June 7 | 
at2 Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, Live 


y 
| Cooke, Jox, Sheteld, Fish Dealer Sheffield Pet 2 
me e May 21 


| poo! y 25 
Carter, Geonez, Guildford, Surrey, Boot Maker June 9 | Cogs THomas Patreyx, Anerley, Surrey, Stationer 


at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 
Cuampyess, Avcustvus, Brighton, Provision Dealer June 7 | 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilton bldgs, Brighton 


Croydon Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
| Casco, Harey, oe Tobacconist Portsmouth Pet 
25 


y Ord } ppm £1 
Comurrox, Henry, ’Nydd, Yorks, late Butler June 6 at 12 | | Oe. Jouy, berkenfig, Glam, Tailor Cardiff Pet 
y 


Off Rec, York 


25 Ord May 25 


Cox, Taomas, Beckenham, Kent, Builder June 6 at 11.90 | a Wrz Carrer, prorg Berks, Saddler 


24, Railway ap) h, London Bridge 

Crooks, GEORGE, urcott, Kidderminster Foreign, Worcs, 
Gamekeeper June7 at 2.15 Miller Corbet, Solicitor, 
Kidderminster 


Curry, Jony Tuomas, Lyndhurst rd, Peckham, Grocer | 


June 13at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Farrett, James, Abbey st, Bermondsey, Licensed Victu- 
aller June7atili Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Fiatavu, J N, Gt Winchester st, Commission Agent June 
6at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey +t 

Graxvitte, Jonx Essery, Sto! e, Devonport, Builder June | 
6ati2 10, Athenseum ter, Pismouth 


| Grirritns, Davin, Neath, Glam, Grocer June 6 at 11 


Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
June 6 at 12 | 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 


| Geirrirus, Wiit1am Jouy, Shrewsbury, Grocer June 7 at 


12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


| Gousen, Peaaiie, Weletes 20 Selnie, Lines, Grocer 


June 8 at12 Off Rec, 48, High st, Boston 

Harrop, Jony, and Freprerick Cuartes Harrop, Hanley, 
Earthenware Manufacturers June 8 at11.30 North 
Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 


Hust, Hersert, late Parkeston, Essex, Grocer June 6 | 


at 2.45 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 


| Jexson, Jony, Preston, Coal Dealer June9 at 2.30 Off 


Ree, 14, Cha: i st, Preston 

LoxGurnaye, 1mL14M Henry, Sidcup, Kent, Gent June 
6 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Lovet, Ernest Haroun, Holsworthy, Devon, Draper 
June6at2 King’s Arms Hotel, High st, Barnstaple 

Pascatt, Jawes, Stroud, Glos, Draper June 6 at 3 
Imperial Hotel, Stroud 

Ponp, CHARLES, Albany court yard, Picca“illy June 7 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ras, Frank, late Coldharbour "es Camberwell, late 
Beerhouse Keeper June 7 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Ramssotrom, James Henry, Accrington, formerly Butcher 
June 14 at2 County o—_ house, Blackburn 

trcHARDS, Ricuarp, Argoed, Mon, late Colliery Proprietor 
Juneéati2 Of Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Roz, Georoczr Epwarp, ape ya Ermey Saddler June 7 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Sw: 

SANDEMAN, JULIAN Freperick, late Sto Stock Exchange June 
8at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ssackietos, Arrsur, Bradford, Atuff Manufacturer 
June 8atil Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Suereatt, Georoe, Heaton, ‘Staffs Farmer June 6 at 11 
Off Ree, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

comer = Tom "Hewry, Dewsbury, Slop Dyer June 6 at 3 
Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Batley 


| Yewbury Pet May 24 Ord May 
Denytsox, Atrrep MicnakEt, Une Toemeoctinih High 
Co Pet April24 Ord May 25 
| Gartick, Mary Aawyes, = upon Hull, Widow 
Kingston upon Hull "Pet y3 Ord May 25 
Grover, Wituram, Leicester, Machinist Leicester Pet 
May 26 Ord May 26 
Greenway, Josspn Extrox, H M Prison, Wormwood 
late Auctioneer High Court Pet April 19 — 
Ord May 26 
Hapemay, Sean, Camden Hill rd, Cee Norwood High 
i Court aPet A > = May = i Wes 
eNDLEY, Marx, Wolver' mou, othier o) verhamp- 
ton Pet May 24 y 25 
Hurrer, J Epuunp, Mincing lane, Broker HighCourt Pet 
Mar28 Ord May 26 
Janmay, Jonn James, Fareham, Hants, General 
Furnisher Portsmouth Pet May 25 Ord May 35 
Jones, F W, late Fortune Gate ter, Harlesden, late Butcher 
High Court Pet Mar 30 Ord May 26 


| Loxousmars, Wituiam Hewry, Sidcup, Kent, Gent 


| 


} 





Surn, Wit LIAM McGrecor, Sinclair rd, West Kensington | 


June 7 at 2.30 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 


Ssow, Witiiam CLement Waire, Felixstowe, Suffolk, | 


Medical Practitioner June 6 at 2.15 Off Rec, 36, 
Prisces st, Ipswich 
Srranks, Erxt+st, Manor Park, an. Hotelkeeper June 


9at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, C 


Darey si | 
Unwiy, Tuomas James, —- st, ae June 7 at 12 | 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Care’ 

Voxcer, Hannisat Jons, (dderminster, Corn Merchant 
June 6 at 3 Off Rec, Whitehall ehbrs, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 


Wess, Epwarp, Abingdon, Berks, Tobacconist June 6 at | 


3.30 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 


| Weicut, James WILLIAM, pontaten, Stockbroker June 


8ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
ADJU. renantrearsb = 


Ayprews, Gzorce Jamegs, Bridge, am Berks, late 
Miller Newbury Pet May25 0. 5 


Croydon Pet April7 Ord May 26 
Lorp, by Roser, a ,» Coal Merchant Norwich 
Pet May 26 Ord May 
Lows, WIL.IAM, Kingzwint ord, Staffs, Rotts Moulder 
Stourbridge Pet May 18 Ord May 
Mereririzip; Jony, ar ge formerly  Gesete Burnley 
Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
| Morris, Marian Mavp, Elgin avenue, atte Vale, Widow 
High Court Pet Mars Ord May 25 = 
| Paumer, F A, aed Wores, Butcher Worcester 
i Pet wes Ord 4 Whee “ 
on a Nowpert, on, wright Newport, 
Mon Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Rosinson, = Armley, nr Boot Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet May 25 Ord May 25. 
Ror, Grorce Epwarp, Swansea, Saddler Swansea Pet 
May 18 Ord May 24 
Pyeguoenes, Puitir, Leeds, Sponge Dealer Leeds Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 
Ruse, J, Sclater st, Bethnal —. Cabinet Maker High 
Court Pet April 15 Ord May 
Batmoy, Ricnarp Jouy, aaeinen p.m Norfolk, Publican 
Norwich Pet Ma y 27 Ord May 27 
Syow, WILtiaM yl Wuire, Felixstowe, Suffol 
ae Practitioner Ipswich Pet May 23 
25 
Surciirre, Harrison, Whitwood Mere, Castleford, Yorks, 
Soommeee Wakefield Pet May 27 Ord May PT 
Warts, Joun Hunrer, <4 ~ lane, Chemist 
Court Pet Maris Ord May 
| Warrrtina, Rosert, Bishopston, "Hori, Glos, Plasterer 
Bristol Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
| Witiiams, Saran Exizapera, Cecile Park, Crouch End, 
Spinster High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 25 
| Wricut, Joun Harry, Peterborough, Carter Peterborough 
Pet May 24 Ord May 27 


Sa aa 





All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty 1s experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


Subscribed Capital, £4,233,325. 


CORNHILL, 


LONDOW, 5 Cc. 





Paid. up Capital, £846,665. 





FREDERICK CHALMERS, Esq. 
JOHN CUNLIFFE, Eaq. 
ROGER CUNLIFFE, Esq. 


DIRECTORS. 

WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON. Beas, Chairman. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT > Esq. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Eaq. 

WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 
JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 


Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, Esq.; JOSEPH ROBERT MORRISON, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 


Manager: CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, 


Esq. Sub-Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 


Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LANDON, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 

Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
Longer Periods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 

Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. 








